FtSl —
| MUGNAL CAN B Foudd ot
To? | Foulowen ELS 9 Cobes,
fet wepsite Gups LinES .
EActt CoMyeNT T ole
Phee i LedeTH

SH‘{ (e

P WS

L B | 5,_
ggc.;'.';‘ 'q’.J"‘-":‘!?*

207 WEST GOETHECAICAGO. 11 HINOIS*60610:312-266-63687-FLE 112 ThL-UNES

NATHAN EENDITZSON, ESQ
nathanb@jamusa.com

207 WEST GOETHE = CHICAGO, ILLINOIS =« 60610
312-266-6262 « FAX: 312-266-9568


mailto:nalhanb@iamusa.com

* SCOEVED &INSPECI e

DOCKET FILE COPY ORIGINAL

January 8, 2003 JAN 1 4 2003

e g BT e A

i
)
FEDERAL COMMUNICATIONS COMMISSION !

A
Washington, DC 20554 =00 - MAILROGE |

Inthe Matter of 2002 Biennial Regulatory Review - Review of the Commission’s Broadcast Ownership Rules
and Other Rules Adopted Pursuant to Section 202 of them;nmunications Act of 1996, Notice of Proposed
Rulemaking, MM Docket No. 02- 277, (rel. Sept. 23,2002)

To: The Secretary, FCC Commissioners, and Chief, Media Bureau:

lam writing to you today to comment on DocketNo. 02-277, the Biennial Review of the FCC's broadcast media

ownership rules. In its goals to promote competition, diversity and localism in today’s media market, 1strongly
believe that the FCC should retain all of the current media ownership rules now in question. These rules serve the

public interest by limiting the market power o f already huge companies in the broadcast industry.

I support the FCC’s plan to hold a public hearing on this matter in Richmond, VA in February 2003. Istrongly
encourage the Commission to hold similar hearings in all parts of the country and solicit the widest possible
participation from the public. The rarified, lawyerly atmosphere of an FCC rulemakingis not an appropriate
decision-making venue when questions as profound as the freedom o four media are at stake. I encourage the
Commissioners to come out and meet some of the people who do not have a financial interest in this issue, but a
social interest.

With the serious impact these rule changes will have on our democracy, it is important that the Commission take the
time to review these issues more thoroughly and allow the American people to have a meaningful say in the process.

As an employee of Jam Productions, Ltd.. the country’s largest independent concert and theatrical promoter, |can
speak first hand about the effects of industry consolidation in the broadcast industries, having experienced the
detrimental effects of consolidation in the concert industry.

In the concert industry. Clear Channel, the largest concert promoter in the country controls the vast majority ofthe
live concen business. Clear Channel has exclusive contracts with numerous venues across the country, blocking
access to other promoters, resulting in less choice available to consumers in live entertainment. Additionally, Clear
Channel’'s guaranteed fees to the artists they promote are so exorbitant, that they must pass along this cost to the
consumer, resulting is incredibly high-priced concert tickets, outside the reach o f many fans. This has caused
concert ticket prices and service charges to rise more than 60% over the past 6 years.

The same consolidation in the concert industry is affecting the broadcast industry. By eliminating the remaining
media concentration rules, the diversity and independence of media outlets will be eroded so greatly as to leave the
consumer with fewer choices in music. A few large corporations will control what music gets played and how often.
resulting in bland. “safe” programming with little diversity, diminishingthe quality of radio broadcasts. In effect,
the democratic voice o f consumers will be ignored (as they already are) as the large corporations work to serve their
own interests. not the interests of the public. Without the current rules in place, there is no incentive by large
corporations to vary radio broadcasts, create unique programming. or veer from playing the songs they want to
promote, resulting in “less choice and no voice” for the consumer.

In addition, since 1996 radio stations have become very formidable competitors of concert promoters by offering
radio airplay and promotion in exchange for the artists’ appearance on their radio station concerts. Concert
promoters cannot compete against radio stations concerts since we cannot offer anything that could match airplay
and promotion.

As such, the FCC should retain all ofthe current media ownership rules now in question

Sincerely,
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I am writing to you today to comnient on DocketNo. 02-277, the Biennial Review ofthe FCC's broadcast media e
ounership rules. Inits goals to promote competition, diversity and localism in today's media market, Istrongly
believe that the FCC should retain all ofthe current media ownership rules now in question. Thcse rules serve the
public interest by limitingthe iiiarkct power of already huge companies in ilie broadcast industry.

'To: The Secretary, FCC Commissioners. and Chief, Media Bureau:

I support the FCC's plan to hold a public hearing on this matter in Richmond, VA in February 2003. 1 strongly
encourage the Commission to liold similar hearings in all parts ofthe country and solicit the widest possible
participation froin the public. The rarified, lawycrly atmosphere of an FCC rulemaking is nor an appropriate
decision-making venue when questions as profound as the freedom 0four media are at stake. | encourage the
Commissioners to come out and meet some of the people who do not have a financial interest in this issue, but a

social interest.

With tlie serious impact these rule changes will have on our democracy, it Is important that the Commission rake the
time to review these issues more thoroughly and allow the American people to have a meaningful say in the process.

As an employee of Jam Productions, Ltd., the country's largest independent concert and theatrical promoter, 1can
speak first hand about the cffects of industry consolidation in the broadcast industries, having experienced the
detrimental effects of consolidation in the concert industry.

Inthe concert industry, Clear Channel. the largcst concert promoter in the country controls the vast majority ofthe
live concert business. Clcar Channel has exclusive contracts with numerous venues across the country, blocking
access to other promoters, resulting in less choice available to consumers in live entertainment. Additionally, Clear
Channel's guarantecd fees to the anists they proniotc are so exorbitant, that they must pass along this cost to the
consumer, rcsulting is incredibly high-priced concen tickets, outside the reach of many fans. This has caused
concert ticket prices and service chargcs to rise more than 60% over the past 6 years.

‘T'he same consolidation in the concert industry is affecting the broadcast industry. By eliminating the remaining
media concentration tules, the diversity and independence o f media outlets will be eroded so greatly as to leave the
consumer with fewer choices in music. A few large corporations will control what music gets played and how often,
resulting in bland. "safe' programming with little diversity, diminishing the quality of radio broadcasts. In effect,
the democratic voice of consumers will be ignored (as they already are) as the large corporations work to serve their
own interests. not the interests of the public. Without the current rules in place, there is no incentive by large
corporations to vary radio broadcasts, create unique programming, or veer from playing the songs they want to
promote. resulting in “less choice and no voice" for the consumer.

In addition, since 1996 radio stations have become very formidable competitors of concert promoters by offering
radio airplay and promotion in exchange for the artists' appearance on their radio station concerts. Concert
promoters cannot compere against radio stations concerts since we cannot offer anything that could match airplay

and promotion.
As ruch, the FCC should retain all o f the current media ownership rules now in question

Sincerely,

M Producnons Lid. /
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I n the Matter of 2002 Biennial Regulatory Review -Review 0f the Commission's Broadcast Oﬂ'nershlp Rules s

and Other Rules Adopted Pursuant to Section 202 of the Telecommunications Act of 1996, Notice of P;qumdu,t\ o

Rulemaking, MM Docket No. 02- 277, (rel. Sept. 23,2002) '

To: The Secretary, FCC Commissioners, and Chief, Media Bureau:

| am writing to you today to comment 0n Docket N0. 02-277, the Biennial Review of the FCC's broadcast media
ownership rules. In its goals to promote competition, diversity and localism in today's media market, I strongly
believe that the FCC should retain all of the current media ownership rules now in question. These rules serve the
public interestby limiting the market power ofalready huge companies in the broadcast industry.

I'support the FCC's plan to hold a public hearing on this matter in Richmond, VA in February 2003. | strongly
encourage the Commission to hold similar hearings in all parts of the country and solicit the widest possible
participation from the public. The rarified, lawyerly atmosphere ofan FCC rulemaking is not an appropriate
decision-making venue when questions as profound as the freedom 0f our media are at stake. lencourage the
Commissioners to come out and meet some of the people who do not have a financial interest in this issue, but a

social interest.

With the serious impact these rule changes will have on our democracy, it iS important that the Commission take the
time to review these issues more thoroughly and allow the American people to have a meaningful say in the process.

As an employee of Jam Productions, Ltd., the country's largest independent concert and theatrical promoter, | can
speak first hand about the effects of industry consolidation in the broadcast industries, having experienced the
detrimental effects of consolidation in the concert industry.

In the concert industry, Clear Channel, the largest concert promoter in the country controls the vast majority of the
live concert business. Clear Channel has exclusive contracts with numerous venues across the country, blocking
access to other promoters, resulting in less choice available to consumers in live entertainment. Additionally, Clear
Channel's guaranteed fees to the artists they promote are so exorbitant, that they must pass along this cost to the
consumer, resulting is incredibly high-priced concert tickets, outside the reach of many fans. This has caused
concert ticket prices and service charges to rise more than 60% over the past 6 years.

The same consolidation in the concert industry is affecting the broadcast industry. By eliminating the remaining
media concentration rules, the diversity and independence of media outlets will be eroded so greatly as to leavethe
consumer with fewer choices in music. A few large corporationswill control what music gets played and how often,
resulting in bland, "'safe™ programming with little diversity, diminishing the quality of radio broadcasts. In effect,
the democratic voice ofconsumers will be ignored (asthey already are) as the large corporations work to serve their
own interests, not the interests o f the public. Without the current rules in place, there is N0 incentive by large
corporations to vary radio broadcasts, create unique programming, or veer from playing the songs they want to
promote, resulting in "'less choice and no voice™ for the consumer.

In addition, since 1996 radio stations have become very formidable competitors ofconcen promoters by offering
radio airplay and promotion in exchange for the artists' appearance 0N their radio station concerts. Concert
promoters cannot compete against radio stations concerts since we cannot offer anything that could match airplay
and promotion.

As such, the FCC should retain all ofthe current media ownership rules NOw in question.

Sincerely.

Marv Beth Kelly
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In Ilic Matter of 2002 Bicnnial Regulatory Review - Review of the Commission's Broadcast owwnmﬁﬂg
and Other Rules Adopted Pursuant to Section 202 ofthe Telecommunications Act of 1996, Notice of Proposed
Rulemaking. M Docket Nn. (12- 277, (rel. Sept. 23, 2002)

Foo Ihe Seereiary, PCC Commissioners, and Chicf, Media Bureau:

aniwriling (e you loday 1o comment on Dockel No. 02-277, the Biennial Review of the FCC's broadcast media
ownership rules. In s voals o promote competition, diversity and localism in today's media market, | strongly
belicy Lthat itic 1€ C should retain all of the current media ownership rules now in question. These rules serve the
public micrest by limiting Ilie market power ofalready huge companies in the broadcast industry.

I support the FOC's plan 1o liold a public hearing on this matter in Richmond, VA in February 2003. 1 strongly
encourage llic Commission to hold similar hearings in all parts ofthe country and solicit the widest possible
participation lrom tlie public. The ranfied, lawycrly atmosphere of an FCC rulemaking is not an appropriate
decision-making venue w hen guestions as profound as the freedom of our media are at stake. | encourage the
Commissioners (o come aut aiid meet some of tlic people who do not have a financial intcrestin this issue, but a
socnhl nilerest,

With the senons imipact these 1ule changes will have on our democracy, it is important that the Commission take the
fine 1o review hese issues more thoroughly and allow tlie American people to have a meaningtul say in the process.

As an empdoyee ol Tam Productions, Lid.. the cotintry's largest independent concert and theatrical promoter, | can
speak [irst hand about tlic ¢lfects of industry consolidation in the broadcast industries, having experienced the
detnmental effects of consolidation m the concer! industry.

Inthe concert mdustry, Clear Channel, the largest concert promoter in the country controls the vast majority of the
live concerrbusiness. C lear Channel lias exclusive contracts with humerous venues across the country, blocking
acces: 1o other promoters, resulting in less choice available to consumers in live entertainment.  Additionally, Clear
Chaunnel’s suarameed fees to the artists they proinote are so exorbitant, that thcy must pass along this cost to the
conswmer. resulting s imeredibly high-priced concert tickets, autside the reach of inany fans. This has caused
concer hekel prces iiiid service charges to rise more than 60% over the past 6 years.

he sime consolidation m ilic concert industry 14 affecting the broadcast industry. By climnating the remaining
media concenniation rules. the diversity and independence of inedia outlets will he eroded so greatly as to leave the
consumer with fewer chorees i music. A few large corporations will control what music gets played and how often,
resulting in hland. salc”™ programming with little diversity, diminishing the quality of radio broadcasts. In effect,
tlic democratic vorce ol consumers will he ignored (as they already are) as the large corporations work to serve their
awn nterests. nol the interests of the puhlic. Without the current rules in place, there is no incentive by large
corporatuons (o vary radio broadcasts, create umque programming, or veer from playing the songs they want to
promote, resulling i tless chowee aiid no voice™ tor the consunier.

Inaddition. smee 1990 radio stations have become very formidable competitors of concert promoters by offering
radie airplay and promotion i exchange for the artists’ appearance on their radio station concerts. Concert
promoters cannot compete against radio station, conceits since we cannot offcr anything that could match airplay

dnd promonon,
As such. the FCC should reiain all of the current media ownership rules now in question,
Smeerely.

JAM Producnions. 1.ud
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Caryn Busse



January 9. 2003

e
FEDERAL COMMUNICATIONS COMMISSION ntd \ A A
Washington. DC 20554 w m@,?
\#J"o

In the Matter of 2002 Biennial Regulatory Review - Review of the Commission's Broadcast O wpgrship Rules™™
and Other Rules Adopted Pursuant tu Section 202 of the Telecommunications Act of 1996, Notice of Proposed
Rulemaking, MM Docket No. 02- 277, (rel. Sept. 23, 2002)

To The Secretary. FCC Comimissioners, and Chief. Media Burcau:

[ am wnting Lo you today te conument on Docket No. $02-277, the Biennial Revicw ofthe FCCs broadcast media
ownership rules. In its goals to promote competition. diversity and localism in today's mcdia market, | strongly
believe that the FCC should refain all of the current media ownership rules now in question. Thesc rulcs serve the
public interest by limiting the market power of already huge companies in the broadcast industry.

| support ilie FCC's plan 10 hold a public kearing on this malter in Richmond, VA in February 2001. | strongly
ciicourage the Cammission te hold similar hearings in all parts of tlic country and solicit the widest possiblc
participation from the public The rarificd. lawyerly atmosphere of an FCC ruleinaking is not an appropriate
decision-making venue when questions as profound as the freedom of our media arc at stake. T encourage the
Commissioners 1o come out aiid meer some of (he people who do not have a financial interest in this issue. hut a
social imterest.

Wiih the serious impact these rule changes will have on our democracy, it is important that the Canunission take the

Ass iiii employee of Jam Produclioiis. Lid., the country's largest iiidepeiidcnt concert and theatrical proinoler. | can
speak first hand about tlic effects of industry consolidation in tlie broadcast industries, having cxpcnenced the

deinmenlal effects of consolidation in the concert indusiry.

Lo the concert industry. Clear Channel, llic [argest concen promoter in the country controls tlie vast majority of llic
five concert busiess, Clear Channcl has exclusive contracts with numerous venues across the country, blocking
iiccess 1o olher proinotcrs, resulting in less choice available to consumers in live cntcllainment.  Additionally, Clear
Channc}’s guaranteed fees to the artists thcy proinotc arc so cxorbitant, that they inust pass along this cost to the
consumer. resulting is incredibly high-priced concert tickets. outside the reach of many fans. This has causcd
congert tickel pnecs and service charges to rise more then 60% over the past 6 years.

Tlic samc consolidation in the concen industry 1s affecting the broadcast industry. By climinating the reinaining
media concentration rules, the diversity and independence of inedia outlets will be eroded so greatly as lo Icavc e
consumer with fewer choices in music. A few large corporalions will control whai music gets played and liow often
resutting in bland, "'safe™ programming with little diversity, diminishing the quality of radio broadcasts. In effect.
the democratic voicc of consumers will be ignored (as they already are) as the large corporations work to scrve (heir
own inierests, noi the interests of the public. Without tlic current niles in placc, there is no incentive by large
corporations lo vary radio broadcasls, crcatc unique programming, or veer froin playing the songs they want Lo
proinotc. resulting in "lcss choicc and no voice™ [or the consumer.

In addstion, siiicc 1996 radio stations have becoine very farmidable coinpetitors of conccrt promoters by offering
radio airplay and proinotion in exchange for tlic artists” appearance on their radio station concerts. Concert
promolers cannot coinpetc against radio stations concerts since we canot offer anything that could match auplay
and pronmolion,

As such. the FCC should rclain all of the current media owncrship rules now in question.

Stncerchy

JAM Frédutions. Lid
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Inthe Mattcr of 2002 Biennial Regulatory Review - Review of the Commission’s Broadcast Ownership Rules
and Other Rules Adopted Pursuant to Section 202 of the Telecommunications Act of 1996, Notice of Proposed
Rulemaking, MM Docket No. 02- 277, (rel. Sept. 23, 2002)

To The Secretary, FCC Conimissioners, and Chief. Media Bureau

T ani writing to you today to comment on Docket No. 02-277, the Biennial Review of the FCC*s broadcast media
ownership rules. In its goals to promote competition, diversity and localism in today’s media market, | strongly
believc that the FCC should retain all of the current media ownership rules now in question. These rules serve the
public iiilerest by imiting the market power of already huge companies in the broadcast industry.

1 support the FCC*s plaii to hold a public hearing on this matter in Richmond, VA in February 2003. | strongly
encourage the Commission to hold similar hearings in all parts of the country and solicit the widest possible
participation from the public. ‘fie rarified, lawycrly atmosphere of an FCC rulemaking is not an appropriate
decision-making venue when questions as profound as the freedom of our media are at stake. 1 encourage the
Commissioners to come out and meet some of the people who do not have a financial interest in this issue, but a
social interest.

With the serious impact these rule changes will have on our democracy, it is important that the Commission take the
time to review these issues more thoroughly and allow the American people to have a meaningful say in the process.

As an employee of Jam Productions, Ltd., the country’s largesl independent concert and theatrical promoter, | can
speak first hand about the effects of industry consolidation in the broadcast industries, having experienced the
detrimental cffects of consolidation in the concert industry.

In the concert iiidustry, Clear Channel, the Jargesi concert promoter in the country controls the vast majority of the
live concert business. Clear Channel has exclusive contracts with numerous venues across the country, blocking
access to other promoters, resulting in less choice available to consumers in live entertainment. Additionally, Clear
Channel’s guaranteed fces to the artists they promote are so exorbitant. that they must pass along this cost to the
consumcr, resulting is incredibly high-priced concert rickets, outside the reach of many fans. This has caused
concert ticket prices aiid service charges to rise more than 60% over the past 6 years.

The same consolidation in the concert industry is affecting the broadcast industry. By eliminating the remaining
media concentration rules, the diversity and independence of media outlets will be eroded so greatly as to leave the
consumer with fewer choices in music. A few large corporations will control what music gets played and how often,
resulting in bland, “safe” programming with little diversity, diminishing the quality of radio broadcasts. In effect,
the democratic voice of consumers will be ignored (as they already are) as the large corporations work to serve their
owii interests, not the interests of the public. Without the current rules in place, there is no incentive by large
corporations to vary radio broadcasts, create unique programming, or veer from playing the songs they want to
promote, resulting in “less choice and no voice” fur the consumer.

In addition, since 1996 radio stations have become very formidable competitors of concert promoters by offering
radio airplay and promotion in exchange for the artists’ appearance on their radio station concerts. Concen
promoters cannot compete against radio stations concerts since we cannot offer anything that could match airplay
and promotion.

As such, the FCC should retain all of the current media ownership rules now in question

Sincerely, y

J_#\c.‘: _,.V..____;-i‘ R f;,i///

Karin M. Schwab s
JAM Productions. Ltd.
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In the Matter of 2002 Biennial Regulatory Review - Review of the Commission's Brnadcast anéfw

and Other Ruler Adopted Pursuant to Section 2i#2 of the Telecommunications Act of 1996, Notice of Proposed
Rulemaking, MM Docket No. 02- 277, (rel. Sept 23, 2002)

Tu  The Secrctary. FCC Coniiiussioncrs. aiid Chief. Media Bureau

I am writing to you today to cominent on Docket No 02-277. the Bicnnial Review of the FCC's broadcast media
ownership rules. In its goals to proinotc competition, diversity and localism in today's media markcet. | strongly
believe that llic FCC should rctain all of the current media ownership rules now in qucstion These rulcs serve the
piiblic mterest by limiting the market power of alrcady hugc companiesin tlic broadcast industry.

Isupport the FCC's plan to hold a public licaring on tlus maticr in Richmond, VA in February 2003. T stroiigly
ciicourage the Commission to hold similar hearings in all parts of the country and solicit the widest possible
participation {rom the piiblic. The ranficd. lawyerly atmosphere of an FCC rulemaking is not an approprialc
decision-making venue when queslions as profound as the freedom of our media are at stakc. I encourage llic
Commissioncrs to coinc out and meet some 0f tlic people who do not have a financial interestin this issue. but a
social interest

With the scrious iinpact these rule changes will have on our democracy. 1t is important that the Comumission take Lhe
(e to veview tirese issucs inore thoroughty aiidallow the American people to have a meaningful say in tlic process.

As an employee of Jam Produclioiis. Lid.. the country’s largest independent concert and theatrical promoter. [ cun
spcak first hand about the effccls of industq consolidation in the broadcastindustries, having experienced Lhe
detrimemal effects of coiisolidatioii in tlic coiicen industry

In the coiiccri industry Clcar Channel, the largcst concen promoter in the country controls the vast majority of the
live coiicert busincss. Clcar Channcl has exclusive contracts with numerous venues across the country. blocking
access to other promoters, resulting in less choice available to consumers in live entertainment. Additionally, Clem
Channel’s guaranteed fees to the arlisis they promote are so exorbitant. that thcy must pass along this cost to the
consimer. resultiiig is incredibly high-priced concen tickels. outside the reach of many fans. This has caused
coiiccrl ticket pnces and scnice charges lo risc more than 60% over the past 6 years.

The same coiisolidation in the concen industry s affecting the broadcastindustry. By eliminating llic remaining
iiiedia concentration rules, the diversity and indcpendencc of mediaoutlets will be eroded so greatly as to [eave Lhe
canswmer with fcucr clioices in inusic. A few large corporations will control what inusic gets piayed and how often.
resulung i blaiid, “safe” programmiang with little diversity, diminishing the quality of radio broadcasts. In cffect,
tlic democratic voicc of consumers will be ignored (as they already are) as the large corporalions work to serve their
own interests, iiot the interests of the public. Without tlic current rules in placc, there is no incentive by large
corporalions to vary rddio broadcasts, create uniquc programming, or veer from playing the songs they want to
proiiiote. resulting in "less clioicc and no voice" for tlic consumer.

I addihon. siiicc 1996 radio stations have becoinc very formidable coinpctitors of concen promotcrs by offering
racho airplay aiid promolion in cxchange for the artists’ appearance on their radio slation concerts. Concert
proiiiolers cannal compete against radio stations concerts since we cannot offcr anything that could inatch airplay
id promotion

4s such. Ilic FCC should retain all of the cusreint media ownerslnp nilcs now in question
Sincerely

J A M Productions. L.

k Lx nskey
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In the Matter of 2002 Biennial Regulator) Review - Review of the Ceammission's Broadcast OWnethFRﬁ|é;
and Other Rules Adopted Pursuant to Section 202 of the Telecommunications Act nf 1996, Nntice of Proposed
Rulemaking, MM Docket No. 02- 277, (rel. Sept. 23, 2002)

To The Sccretary, FCC Coinniissioncrs. and Chicf. Mcdia Bureau.

—_—
? '

}ain wniting |o vou today to comment on Docket No. 02-277, the Biennial Review of the FCC's broadcast media
awnership niles. In its goals to promole coinpetiuon. diversity and localism in 1oday's media market, I strongly
beheyc that llie FCC should retain all of tlic current incdia ownership rules now in question These rules scrve rhe
public mterest by limuting rhe inarker pouer of alrcady huge companies in the broadcast industr)

I support tlic FCC's plan to hold a public hcaringon this malter in Richmond, VA in February 2003. T strongly
encourage llic Coinmission to hold similar hearings in all parts of the country and solicit the widest possible
participation froin the public. The rarificd. lawyerly almosphere ofan FCC rulcmaking is not an appropriatc
decision-niiiking venue when questions as profoiind as the freedom of our media are at slake. lencourage the
Coininissioiicrs to come out and imeet some of the people who do not have a financial interest in this issuc. bur a
social interesl

With the serious unpact tlicse rule changes will have on our democracy, itisimportant that the Commission take tlie
time lo review these issues mere llioroughly and allow the American peoplc to have a meaningful say in the process.

4s am employee of Jam Produclions, Lid.. rlic country's largest iiidcpeiident concert and theatrical proiiioter. 1 can
spcak lirst and about the effects of industry coiisolidation in the broadcast industries, having experieiiccd rlie
detrimental effects of consolidation in the coiicen industry.

[nn {he concert industry. Clear Channel, the largest concert promoter inthe country controls the vast majonty of the
live coiicert business. Clear Channel lias exclusive conlracts with numerous venues across the country. blocking
access 1o other promoters. resulting in less clioicc available to consumers in live entertainment. Additionally. Clear
Channel’s guarantecd fees to the arfists they proiiiote arc so exorbitant, that tlicy must pass along this cost o the
consumer. resulting is incredibly high-priced concert tickets, outside the reach of many fans. This has caused
concert licket prices and servicc charges to rise morc than 60% ovcr the past 6 years.

Tlic saune consolidalion intlic concen wdustry is affecting the broadcast industry By eliminating the remaining
iiiediaconcentration rules, the diversity and indepcndencc of media outlets will be eroded S0 greatly as to leave tlic

resulting 1 bland. 'safe" programming with litile diversity diminislung the quality of radio broadcasts. In effccl.
the dciiiocratic voice of consumers will be ignored (as they already are) as the large corporalions work to serve their
own mtercsis. not the intcrests of the public. Without the current rules in place. there is no incentive by large
corporalions Lo vary radio broadcasts, creale unique programnung, or veer {rom playing the songs they want lo
proiiiolc. resulting in "Icss clioicc and no voice™ Cor the consumcr.

I addition. sincc 1996 radio slations have becowie very formidable competitors ofconcen promoters by offering
radio airplay and promotion in exchange for the arists’ appearancc on their radio station concerts  Concen
promolcrs caiinol compele against radio stations concens siiice we cannot offer anything that could match airplay
and preniotion.

As siicli. tlie FCC should tetain all of the current media ownership rules now in question

Sincerely.

JAM Productions. Lid.

e it

Kate Garrelt
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In tlic Maltier of 2002 Biennial Regulatory Review - Review of the Commission's Broadcast()w.né;‘sha,&l-lﬁcs""d‘

andl Other Rules Adopted Pursuant to Section 202 of the Telecommunications Act of 1996, Notice of Proposed

Rulemaking, MM Docket No, 02- 211, (rel. Sept. 23. 2002)

lo  The Secretarv, 1CCCommissioners, und Chiet. Media Bureau:

Fam wrihing 1o you today 1o comment on Docket No )2-277, the Biennial Review ofthe [FCC's broadcast media
ownership rules. In s woals to promote competition, diversity and localism in today's media market, | strongly
helieve that ilic FCC should retam all of the current nicdia owncrship rules now in question. These rules serve the
public micrest by Limiting llic markel power of already huge companies in the broadcast industry

Isupport ilic 1CC's plan wo hold a public hearing on this matter in Richmond, VA in February 2003. | strongly
cncourage the Commussion to hold similar hearings in all parts of tlie country and solicit the widest possible
pathicipation frem the public. The rarified. Tawyerly atmosphere of an FCC rulemaking is not an appropriate
deciston-making yenue when questions as profound as the freedom of our media are at stake. 1 encourage the
Camnmuissioners io coime out and meei some of the people who do not have a financial interest in this issue, but a
sucil mieresi

With the sertons nmpact these rule changees will have on our democracy. it is important that the Commission take the
hime 1o reveess these ssues more thorouzhly aiid allow tlie Ainerican people to have a ineaningful say in the process.

As an cmployee ol lam Productions, Lid . the country’s largest independent concert and theatrical promoter, | can
speak fiest hund abown rlic etfects of industry consolidation in the broadcast industries, having experiencedthe
detrimental elfects of consehdation tn the concert industry.

[n the concert industry. Clear Chamel, the largest concert promoter in the country controls the vast majority ofthe
live concert business € lear Channel has exclusive contracts with nunierous venues across the country, blocking
aceess o other promoters. resulting in less choice available to consumcers in live entertainment. Additionally, Clear
Charmel’s cuarunteed tees inthe artists they promote are so oxorbitant, that they must pass along this cost to the
conswmer. resulting 1s icredibly high-priced concert tickets, outsidc the reach of many fans. This has caused
concerl ticker prices and servicee charges to rise more than 60% over the past 6 years.

e same consolidation m the concert industry is affecting the broadcast industry. By eliminating the remaining
media concenration rules ilic diversity aiid independence of media outlets will be eroded so greatly as to leave the
consumet willy fewer choiees mmusic. A tew large corporations will control what music gets played and how often;
resulting i bland, “sate”™ programmeng with little diversity, diminishing the quality of radio broadcasts. In effect,
the democratic vowce of consumers will be ignored (asthey already are) as the large corporations work to serve their
ownonerests, not the mrerests ot the public. Without the current rules in place, there is no incentive by large
corporations la vary radio hroadcasts, create unique programming, or veer from playing the songs they want to
promote. resullmg i less choice and no voiee™ for the cnnsunier.

In addition. smee 1996 racho stations have heconie very tormidable competitors of concert promoters by offering
radio avplay and promoetion my exchange for ilir artisls™ appearance on their radio station concerts. Concert
promoters cannel compete against radio stations concerts since u e cannot offer anything that could match airplay

and promuotion.

As sneh, the 1CC should retun all of the current media owncrship rules now in question

Smeerely.

TANM Prog (;ﬁs.”l Al
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In llie Matter ot 2002 Bicnnial Regulatory Review - Review of the Commission's Broadcast Of\iin’e}'shiﬁﬂules
and Other Rules Adopred Pursuant to Section 202 of the Telecommunications Act of 1996, Notice of Proposed
Rulemaking. MM Docket No. 02- 277, (rel. Sept. 23.2002)

Fo The Seeretary, FOC Comnussion o, and Chief, Media Bureau:

Fan g (o vou taday 1o comment on Docket No. 02-277, tlic Bienmal Review ofthe FCC's broadcast media
ownership rules In s couls to proiiiote competition, diversity and localism in today's media market, | strongly
helicve that the 1FCC should retam all of the current media ownership rules now in question. These rules serve the
public nuerest by Tinuwng the market power ot already huge companies i the broadcast indusiry.

Isupport the 1'CC plan (o hold a public hearing on this matter in Richmond, VA in February 2003. | strongly
cncourage the Commission o hold sinitar hearings in all parts of the country and solicit the widest possible
partcipation from the public. The rarificd. lawyerly atmosphere of an FCC rulemaking is not an appropriate
decision-making venne when questions as profound as the freedom ofour media are at stake. 1 encourage the

C ammissioners o conic out and meer SOme of the pcople whao do not have a financial interest in this issue, but a
socil mierest

With the serions impact these rule changes will have on our democracy, it is important that the Commission take the
Bme o rey e these issues more thoronghly and allow the Ainerican people to have a ineaningful say in the process.

As an emplovee ol Jam Productions. Ltd., the country’s largest independent concert and theatrical promoter, | can
speak hirst hand abont the effects ol industry consolidation in the broadcast industries, having experienced the

dernmental cffects of conselidation i the concerl industry.

I the concert mdusiry, Clear Channel. the largest concert promoter in the country controls the vast majority of the
live coneerl business  Clear Channel has exclusive contracts with numerous venues across the country, blocking
access to other promoters. resulting in less choice available to consumers in live entertainment. Additionally, Clear
Channel’s guaranteed fees 1o the artists they proniotc are so exorbitant, that they must pass along this cost to the
consumer. resulting s incredibly high-priced conceit tickets. outside the reach of many fans. This has caused
concer! ticket prices and service charges 1o rise more than 60% over tlic past 6 years.

I Tie samie consolidation e the concert industry is affecting the broadcast industry. By eliminating the remaining
media concentratton rules. ilie diversity aiid independence of media outlets will be eroded so greatly as to leave the
consurmer with lewer chorces i musie, A few large corporations will control what music gets played and how often,
resubting i bland. “sate” programming with htie diversity, diminishing the quality of radio broadcasts. In effect,
tlic demoeratic vorce vf consumers will be ignored (asthey already are) as the large corporations work to serve their
ownnerests, net the mierests ol the puhlic. Without the current rules in place, there i1s no incentive by large
corparations ro vary radio broadcasts. ereate unique programminyg, or veer from playing the songs they want to
promote resulting in less choice and no voice™ tor the consumer.

In addition. simee (996 radio stations have become very formidable conipetitors of concert promoters by offering
racho airplay and promotion in exchange for tlic artists™ appearance on their radio station concerts. Concert
promoters cannal compere against radio stations concerts sincc we cannot offer anything that could match airplay

and premotion.

As sucln the FCC should retam all oftlie current media ownership ruler now in question

Sicerely.
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FIDLERAT COMMUNICATIONS COMMISSION
Washington, 2 20354

In the Matter of 2002 Biennial Regulatory Review - Review of the Commission's Broadcast Ownership Rules
and Otleer Rudes Adopted Pursuant to Section 202 of the Telecommunications Act of 1996, Notice of Proposed
Rulemaking. MM Docket No. 02- 277, (rel. Sept. 23, 2002)

oo 'The seeretry, OO C omnussioners, aiid Chiel, Media Bureau:

Fanwrimme wavou today to commient on Docket No. 02-277, tlie Biennial Review ofthe FCC's broadcast media
ownership ey Inons goals to promote competition. diversity and localism in today's media market, | strongly
believe that the 10 O should retain all of the current media ownership tules now in question. These rulcs serve the
public mterest by linditing tlie market power otalrcady huge companies in the broadcast industry.

[ suppan(ilic 1CCs plan 1o hald a public hearing on this matter in Richmond, VA in February 2003. | strongly
cncourage the Comnmission to hold similar hearings i all parts ofthe country and solicit the widest possible
participanion Iram ilic pubhic. T'he rarified, lawyerly atmosphere of an FCC rulemaking is notan appropriate
decision-muking venue when questions as profound as the freedom of our media are at stake. | encourage the
Comnusstoners o come ol and meet soinc of tlie people who do nothave a financial interest in this issue, buta
socia ] nurest.

Wity ilic scrious impact these rule changes wifl have on our democracy, it is important that the Commission take the
e e ren rew these issues more thoroughly and allow ilic American people to have a meaningful say in the process.

Asan cmplovee of Jam Productions. Lid., the country’s largest independent concert and theatrical promoter. I can
speak birst hand abouwt the elfects of industry consolidation in the broadcast industries, having experienced the
detnmental eftects ol consolidation i the coiicert industry

Inilic concert industiy, Clear Channel. ilic largest concert promoter in the country controls the vast majority of the
live concent busmess, Clear Channel has exclusive contracts with numerous venues across the country, blocking
aceess (o other promaoters resolring in less choice available to consumers in live entertainment. Additionally, Clear
Channel’s voaranieed Iees iotlie arnists they promote are so exorbitant. that thcy must pass along this costto the
consumer. resuiting s ieredibly high-priced concert tickets. outside the reach of many fans. This has caused
concert leker prices and service charges ta risc more than 00% over the past 6 years.

e ~ame conselidation i the concert industry 1s aftecting the broadcast industry. By c¢liminating the remaining
media concentration rales. ilir diversity and independence of media outlets will be eroded so greatly as to leave the
consumcr with lewer chorees i music. A few large corporations will control what inusic gets played and how often,
resulting in bland. “sale” programming with little diversity, diminishing the quality of radio broadcasts. Tn effect,
the democratic voice of consumers will he ignored (as they already are) as the large corporations work to serve their
ownonterests, nat rlic mierests oftlie public. Without tlic current rules in place, there is no incentive by large
corporations fo vury radio broadcasts, create urique programming, or veer from playing the songs they want to
promote. resulting i less choi - nd no voiee™ for the consumer.

In addition. since 1994 wdio stanons have become very formidable coinpctitors of concert promoters by offering
radio anplay and promenon m exchange tor ilie artists™ appearance on their radio station concerts. Concert
promaters cannol compelte against radio starions concerts since we caniiot offer anything that could match airplay

and promaetion

As such. ilic FCO should retam all ot lie current media ownership riles now inquestion

Smoerchy

JAM Productions. il

o ' S
Cary Zubinski /
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FEDERAL COMMUNICATIONS COMMISSION
Washington, DC 20554

Inthe Matter of 2002 Biennial Regulatory Review - Review of the Commission’s Broadcastﬂﬁﬁirsb_{bﬁxﬂesq
and Other Rules Adopted Pursuant to Section 202 of the Telecommunications Acl of 1996, Notice of Proposed
Rulemaking, MM Docket No. 02- 277, (rel. Sept. 23, 2002)

To: The Secretary, FCC Commissioners, and Chief, Media Bureau:

I am writing to you today to comment on Docket No. (32-277, the Biennial Review ofthe FCC’s broadcast media
ownership rules. In its goals to promote competition, diversity and localism in today’'s media market, Istrongly
believe that the FCC should retain all of the current media ownership rules now in question. These rules serve the
public interest by limiting the market power o falready huge companies in the broadcast industry

I support the FCC's plan to hold a public hearing on this matter in Richmond, VA in February 2003. T strongly
encourage the Commission to hold similar hearings in all parts of the country and solicit the widest possible
participation from the public. The rarified, lawyerly atmosphere ofan FCC rulemaking is not an appropriate
decision-making venue when questions as profound as the freedom ofour media are at stake. lencourage the
Commissioners to come out and meet some of the people who do not have a financial interest in this issue, but a
social interest.

With the serious impact these rule changes will have on our democracy, it is important that the Commission take the
time 1o review these issues morc thoroughly and allow the American people to have a meaningful say in the process.

As an employee of Jam Productions, Ltd., the country’s largest independent concert and theatrical promoter, Ican
speak first hand about the effects o f industry consolidation in the broadcast industries, having experienced the
detrimental effects ofconsolidation in the concert industry.

In the concert industry, Clear Channel, the largest concert promoter in the country controls the vast majority ofthe
live concert business. Clear Channel has exclusive contracts with numerous venues across the country, blocking
access to other promoters, resulting in less choice available to consumers in live entertainment. Additionally, Clear
Channel’s guaranteed fees to the artists they promote are so exorbitant, that thcy must pass along this cost to the
consumer, resulting is incredibly high-priced concert tickets. outside the reach of many fans. This has caused
concert ticket prices and service chargcs to rise more than 60% over the past 6 years.

The same consolidation in the concert industry is affecting the broadcast industry. By eliminating the remaining
inedia concentration rules, the diversity and independence of media outlets will be eroded S0 greatly as to leave the
consumer with fewer choices in music. A few large corporations will control what music gets played and how often,
resulting in bland. “safe” programming with little diversity, diminishing the quality o f radio broadcasts. In effect,
the democratic voice of consumers will be ignored (as they already are) as the large corporations work to serve their
own interests, not the interests ofthe public. Without the current rules in place, there is no incentive by large
cotporations lo vary radio broadcasts, create unique programming, or veer from playing the songs they want to
promote. resulting in “less choice and no voice” for the consumer.

In addition, since 1996 radio stations have become very formidable competitors of concert promoters by offering
radio airplay and promotion in exchange for the artists’ appearance on their radio station concerts. Concert
promoters cannot compete against radio stations concerts since we cannot offer anything that could match airplay
and promotion.

As such. the FCC should retain all of the current media ownership rules now in question

Sincerely,

Productlons Ltd
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’ e MAILROC
In the Matter 0f2002 Biennial Regulatory Review - Review of the Commission's Broadcast Owriership Rules
and Other Rules Adopted Pursuant te Section 202 of the Telecommunications Act of 1996, Notice of Proposed

Rulemaking, M M Docket No. 02- 277, (rel. Sept. 23,2002)
To: The Secretary, FCC Commissioners, and Chief, Media Bureau:

I am writing to you today to comment on Docket No. 02-277, the Biennial Review o fthe FCC's broadcast media
ownership rules. In its goals to promote competition, diversity and localism in today's media market, |strongly
believe that the FCC should retain all o f the current media ownership rules now in question. These rules serve the
public interest by limiting the market power ofalready huge companies in the broadcast industry

I support the FCC's plan to hold a public hearing on this matter in Richmond, VA in February 2003. Istrongly
encourage the Commission to hold similar hearings in all parts ofthe country and solicit the widest possible
participation from the public. The rarified, lawyerly atmosphere o fan FCC rulemaking is not an appropriate
decision-making venue when questions as profound as the freedom of our media are at stake. | encourage the
Commissioners to come out and meet some of the people who do not have a financial interest in this issue, hut a

social interest.

With the serious impact these rule changes will have on our democracy, it is important that the Commission take the
time to review these issues more thoroughly and allow the American people to have a meaningful say in the process.

As an employee of Jam Productions, Ltd.. the country's largest independent concert and theatrical promoter, | can
speak first hand about the effects of industry Consolidation in the broadcast industries, having experienced the
detrimental effects of consolidation in the concert industry.

Inthe concert industry, Clear Channel, the largest concert promoter in the country controls the vast majority of the
live concert business. Clear Channel has exclusive contracts with numerous venues across the country, blocking
access 10 other promoters, resulting in less choice available to consumers in live entertainment. Additionally, Clear
Channel's guaranteed fees to the artists they promote are so exorbitant, that they must pass along this cost to the
consumer, resulting is incredibly high-priced concert tickets, outside the reach of many fans. This has caused
concert ticket prices and service charges to rise more than 60% over the past 6 years.

The same consolidation in the concert industry is affecting the broadcast industry. By eliminating the remaining
media concentration rules, the diversity and independence of media outlets will be eroded so greatly as to leave the
consumer with fewer choices in music. A few large corporations will control what music gets played and how often.
resulting in bland, *'safe’ programming with little diversity, diminishing the quality o f radio broadcasts. In effect,
the democratic voice of consumers will be ignored (as they already are) as the large corporations work to serve their
own interests, not the interests o f the public. Without the current rules in place, there is no incentive by large
corporations to vary radio broadcasts, create unique programming, or veer from playingthe songs they want to
promote, resulting in "less choice and no voice" for the consumer.

In addition, since 1996 radio stations have become very formidable competitors o f concert promoters by offering
radio airplay and promotion in exchange for the artists' appearance on their radio station concerts. Concert
promoters cannot compete against radio stations concerts since we cannot offer anything that could match airplay

and promotion.
As such, the FCC should retain all of the current media ownership rules now in question
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In the Muatier of 2002 Biennial Regulator) Review - Review ut the Commission's Broadcast Ownershlp Rules
and Other Rules vdepted Pursuant to Section 202 ut the Telecommunications Act of 1996, Notice of Proposed
Rulemaking. MM Docker No. 02- 217. (rel. Sept. 23,2002)

i e e

lo The Seerclary, 1 CC Commissioners. and Chiet, Media Bureau:

Fam winimg o you today 1o comment on Docket No. ()2-277, tlie Biennial Review ofthe FCC's broadcast media
ownership rales. Inous 2oals to promote competition. diversity and localism in today's mcdia market, 1strongly
beheye thar the 1€ C should retain all of the current media ownership rules now in question. These rules serve the
public iierest by limiting the market power of already huge companies m the broadcast industry

I'support the IOC™ plan (o hald a public hearing on this matter in Richmond, V A in February 2003. 1 strongly
encopraee the Conmmssion w hold similar hearings in all parts ofthe country and solicit the widest possible
parncipanon front the public The rarificd, lawyerly atmosphere of an FCC rulemaking is not an appropriate
decision-making venue when questions as profound as rhe freedom of our media are at stake. 1 encourage the
Commissioners 1o come out and iiieet some o ttlie people who do not have a financial interest n this issue, but a
social meeresi

With llic serrous impact these rule changes will have on our democracy. itis important that the Commission take the
time to review Ihese issucs more thoroughly and allow the American people to have a meaningful say in the process.

v the President of Jam Theatnicals, Lid.. which s part of the country-s largest independent concert and theatrical
premoter. Tean speak [irst hand aboul the effects of industry consolidation in the broadcast industries, having
cxpericneed the derrimenial etfects of consolidation m the concert industry.

In the cencert mdustry. € lear Channel, ilie largest coiicert promoter inthe countiy controls the vast majority of the

concer husiness, Clear Channel lias exclusive contracts with numerous venues across the country, blocking
aceess to olhier promoters. resulting 1 less choice available to consumers in live entertainment.  Additionally. Clear
Channel’s soaranteed fees 1o the artists they proniotc arc so exorbitant, that they must pass along this cost to the
consumer. resulung s incredibly high-priced concert tickets, outside the reach of many fans. This has caused
concert ticker puces and service charges Lo rise inore than 60% over the past 6 years.

The smme consolidanan m the concert iiidustry is affecting the broadcast industry. By eliminating the remaining
media concenttation rules., tlic diversity and independence of media outlets will be eroded so greatly as to leave the
consumer with fewer choices mmusic - A few large corporations will control what music gets played and how often.
resulting m hland. “sale” programmung with little diversity, diminishing the quality of radio broadcasts. In effect,
e demaocratic vowee of consumers will be ignored (asthey already are) as the large corporations work to serve their
awn mierests, not the mierests of tlic puhlic. Without the current rules 1 place, there 1s no incentive by large
corporitions to viry radio hroadeasts, create unigue programming, or veer from playing the songs they want to
promole. resulting in less choiee aiid no voice™ for tlie consumer.

In addion, since 1996 radio statens have become very formidable competitors of coiiccrt promoters by offering
raclio atrplay and promorion in exchange for the artists' appearance on their radio station concerts. Concert
promaters cannot compele agamnst radio stations concerts sincc we cannot offer anything that could match airplay
and promoetion

As such. the T C should retain all of the current media ownership tules now n question,

Sticereh

Jarn Ihum L[.l :
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In the Matier of 2002 Biennial Regulatory Review - Review of the Commission's Broadcast Ownership Rules
areld Ofher Rules Adopted Pursuant to Seclion 202 of the Telecommunications Act of 1996, Notice of Proposed
Rutemaking, MM Docket Nn. 02- 277, (rel. Sept. 23.2002)

T 1he Secrctary, 1 CC Commissioners. and Chief. Media Bureau:

Fam witng o you today io comment on Docket No. 02-277, the Biennial Review oftlie FCC's broadcast media
aownership rules Tnoas goals o promote competition. diversity and localism in today's media market, | strongly
helicy e that the 1CC should reram all of the current media owncrship rules now in question. These nules Serve the
pubfic interest by biniting ilic market power ot already huge companies in the broadcast industry.

Fsupport the 1€ C's plan o hiold a public hearing on this matter in Richmond, VA i February 2003. T strongly
encourage the Commission to hold similar hearings m all parts of the country and selicit the widest possible
participanion [rom the public. The ranihed, lawyerly ahnosphere of an FCC rulcmaking is not an appropriate
decision-making venue when questions as profound as the freedom of our media are at stake. 1 encourage the
Conmussioners (o come ant and meet some of the people who do not have a financial interest in this issue, but a
sucial mteresl

With the senous mmipact these rate changes will kave on our democracy, it is important that the Commission take the
nme (o ey ew these wssues diiore tliorouglily and allow tlie American peoplc to have a meaningful say in the process.

vsan emplovee of Jam Thearricals, Ltd., which is parr of the country's largest Independent concert and theatrical
pramoter. T can speak Nirst hand about the effects of industry consolidation in the broadcast industries. having
expericneed the denrmental effects of conselidation in the concert industry.

I the concert indestry, Clear Channel. tlie largest concert promoter in the country controls the vast majority of the
live coneert business Clewr Channel hag exclusive contracts with nunierous venues across the country, blocking
access 1o ather premoters resulting o less choice available to consumers in live entertainment. Additionally, Clear
Channel's guaranteed fees inthe artists tlicy promote are so exorbitant, lhat they must pass along this cost to the
consumet resuliing s incredibly high-priced concert tickets, outside the reach of many fans. This has caused
concerl ticke! prices and serviee charges to rise more than 60% over thcpast 6 years.

e same consolidation i ilie concert melustry i affecting the broadcast iiidusrry. By eliminating the remaining
media concentration rules. the diversity and iiidependence of media outlets will be eroded so greatly as to leave the
consumen with fewer choices m music. A Tew large corporatuons will control what music gets played and how often,
resulting in bland, “sale” programming with little diversity. diminishing the quality of radio broadcasts. In effect,
the demuerabic v o of consumers Will he ignored (as they already are) as the large corporations work to serve their
i mlerests, nol the interests of the puhlic. Without the current rules in place, there is no incentive by large
corporations to vary radio broadeasts, create unique programming, or veer from playing the songs they want to
promote. resulting in less choice aiid no voice™ for the consuiner,

I addabion. sice 1996 radio stations have become very fonmidable competitors of conccrtpromoters by offering
radio airplay and promaetion in exchange tor tlie arisis™ appearance on their radio station concerts. Concert
promaeters cannot compele aeainst radio skations concerts since we caniiot offer anything that could match airplay

and promonon.

As sueh. ilic 1€ should retin all of the current nicdia ouncrsliip rules now in question.

oy s 1wl

Sincerely
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In the Matter of 2002 Biennial Regulatory Review - Review of the Commission’s BroadcastOwi]é?ngiBNFél]Ies

and Other Rules Adopted Pursuant to Section 202 of the Telecommunications Act of 1996, Notice of Proposed
Rulemaking, MM Dncket No. 02- 277, (rel. Sept. 23,2002)

To: The Secretary, FCC Commissioners, and Chief. Media Bureau:

| am writing to you today to comment on Docket No. ¢:2-277. the Biennial Review of the FCC’s broadcast media
ownership rules. In its goals to promote competition, diversity and localism in today’s media market, I strongly
believc that the FCC should retain all of the current media ownership rules now in question. These rules serve the
public interest by limiting the market power of already huge companies in the broadcast industry.

[ suppori the FCC’splan to hold a public hearing on this matter in Richmond, VA in February 2003. | strongly
encourage the Commission to hold similar hearings in all parts of the country and solicit the widest possible
participation from the public. The rarified, lawyerly atmosphere of an FCC rulemaking is not an appropriate
decision-making venue when questions as profound as the freedom of our media are at stake. 1 encourage the
Conimissioncrs to come out and meet some of thr people who do not have a financial interest in this issue, but a

social interest.

With the serious impact these nile changes will have on our democracy, it is important that the Commission take the
time to review these issues more thoroughly and allow the American people to have a meaningful say in the process.

As an employee of lam Productions, Ltd., the counhy’s largest independent conceit and theatrical promoter, 1can
speak first hand about the effects of industry consolidation in the broadcast industries, having experienced the
detrimental effccts af consolidation in the concert industry.

In the conccrt industry, Clear Channel, the largest concert promoter in the country controls the vast majority of the
live concert business. Clear Channel has exclusive contracts with numerous venues across the country, blocking
access to other promoters, resulting in Icss choice available to consumers in live entertainment. Additionally, Clear
Channel’s guaranteed fees to the artists they promote are so exorbitant, that they must pass along this cost to the
consumer, resulting is incrrdibly high-priced concert tickets, outside the reach of many fans. This has caused
concert ticket prices and service charges to sise more than 60% over the past 6 years.

The same consolidation in the concert industry is affecting the broadcast industry. By eliminating the remaining
media concentration rulcs, the diversity and independence of media outlets will be eroded so greatly as to leave the
consumer wirh fewer choices in music. A few large corporations will control what music gets played and how often,
resulting in bland, “safe” programming with little diversity, diminishing the quality of radio broadcasts. In effect,
the democratic voice ofconsumers will be ignored (as they already are) as the large corporations work to serve their
own interests, not the interests of the public. Without the current rules in place, there isno incentive by large
corporations to vary radio broadcasts, create unique programming, or veer from playing the songs they want to
promote, resulting in “less choice and no voice” for the consumer.

In addition, since 1996 radio stations have become very formidable competitors of concert promoters by offering
radio airplay and promotion in exchange for the artists” appearance on their radio station concerts. Concert
promoters cannot compete against radio stations concerts since we cannot offer anything that could match atrplay
and promotion.

As such. the FCC should retain all of the current media ownership rules now in question

Sincerely

JAM Produc!@ionﬁ Ltd.
)
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In the Matter of 2002 Biennial Regulatory Review - Review of the Commission's Broadcast Ownership Rules
and Other Rules Adopted Pursuant to Section 202 of the Tclecommunications Act of 1996, Notice 0f Proposed
Rulemaking. MM Docket No. 02- 277. {rel, Scpt. 23, 2002)

To Tlic Sccrelan. FCC Commissioners, and Chief. Mcdia Burcau:

[ am writiig to you taday to comnment on Docket No. 02-277, tlic Biennial Review of the FCC's broadcast media
ownerslip niles. In its goals to promote competition, divcrsity and localism in loday's media market. [ strongly
believe that the FCC should retain all of tlie current media ownership rules now in question Tlicse rules serve the
public mterest by Lmiting llic niarket power of already huge companies in the broadcast industry.

I support the FCC's plan to liold a public hearing on this matter in Richmond. VA in February 2003. | stroiigly
concourage tlic Commission to hold similar hearings in all pans of llic country and solicit the widest possible
participation froiri the public. The rarified. lawyerly atmosphere of an FCC rulemaking is iiot an appropnalc
decision-making venuc when questions as profound as the freedom of our media arc at stake. | encourage the
Conumtssioners (o0 come oul and meet some of the peoplc who do not havc a financial intcrest in this issue. but a
soclal 1nlerest,

With tlic scrious impact tlicse rule changes will have on our democracy, it is important that the Commission take the
tune to review (hese issues iiiore tliorouglily and allow tlic American peoplc to havea meaningful say in the proccss.

A's an ciiiploycc of Jam Produclioiis, Ltd . tlic country's largcesl independent concert and theatrical promoler, | caii
speak lirst hand about the effccts of industry consolidation in the broadcast industries, having expcricnced the
detrimenial effects of consolidation in tlic concen industry

In llie concent industry, Clcar Channel. tlic largest concert promoler in the country controls the vast majority of tlic
live coiiccrt business. Clcar Cliannel has exclusive contracis with numerous venues across the couniry, blocking
access to other promoters, resulting in Icss choice availablc 1o consumers in live cntertainment. Additionally, Clear
Channel’s guaranieed fees to tlic artists they promote are so exorbitant, that they must pass along this cost to the
consumer. rcsulting is incredibly high-priced conccrt tickets. outsidc the reach of many fans. This has caused
concert lickct priccs aiid senicc charges to rise morc lhan 60% over the past O years.

Tlic same consolidation in the concert industry is affecting tlic broadcast industry. By eliminating the remaining
media concentration rules, the diversity and independcnce o f media outlets will be eroded so greatly as Lo leave tlic
consumet with lewer choiccsin music A few large corporations will control what music gets played and how often.
rcsulliiig i blaiid. "'safe" programming with little diversity. diminishing tlie quality of radio broadcasts In effccl.
the democratic voice of consumers will be ignored (as they already are) as the large corporations work Lo serve their
own intcrests, nol the interests of the public  Without the current rules in place. there 1s no 1ncentive by large
corporations lo vary radio broadcasis, create uniquc programming, or veer from playing the songs tlicy want lo
promote, resulting in“lcss choice and no voice™ for the consumcr.

In addition. siiice 1996 radio stations have become vcry formidable competitors of concert promoters by ofTcring
radio airplay and promolion in exchange for the artists™ appearancc on their radio station concerts. Concen
proiiiorcrr canrol compete against radio stations concerls sincc we cannot offer anything that could match airplay
and promaotion.

As such, the FCC should retain all of the current media ownership rules now in question

Sincercly.

JAM Produclions. Ltd

"Tlfercsa Altgilbers.
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In the Matter of 2002 Biennial Regulatory Review -Review of the Commission's Broadcast Ownership Rules
and Other Rules Adopted Pursuant tu Section 202 of the Telecommunications Act of 1996, Notice of Proposed
Rulemaking, MM Docket NO. 02- 277. (rel. Sept. 23, 2002)

1o Tlic Secrcrary, FCC Coininissioners. and Chief. Mcdia Bureau

Fam writing Lo vou today to conument on Dockei No 02-277, tlic Bienmal Review of the FCC's broadciisr incdia
ownership rules. ln its goals to promote coinpetition, diversity aiid localisin in today's inedia market. T strongly
believe that llie FCC should retain all of the current media ownership rules now in question. Tliese rules senve the
public miterest by limiting the market power ofalready huge compaiues in the broadcast industry

| support tlie FCC's plan to hold a public licaring on this matter in Richmond, VA in February 2003. 1 stroiigly
cncourage tlic Coininission to hold similar hearings in all parts of the country and solicit the widest possible
participanion front the public. The rarified. lawyerly atmosphere of an FCC rulemaking is not an appropriate
decision-making veuue wlicn questions as profound as the freedom 0f our mcdia are at slake. 1 encourage rlic
Commissioners to conic out and meel some of the people who do not liavc a financial interest in this issue, but a
social infercst

With the serious impact these nile changes will have on our democracy it isimportant thal the Commission takc the
lme 1o revicw these issues iiiorc thoroughly and allow the American peoplc to have a meaningful say in the process.

As an emplovee of Jam Productions. Ltd., the country's largcst independent concen and theatrical promoter, I can
speak first hand about the effccts of industry consolidation in the broadcast industries, having cxperiencedthe
detrimental effects of consolidatioii in the concen industry

It the coiicert idustry, Clear Channel, rlic largest concen proiiioter in tlic country controls the vast majority of the
live concert busiiicss. Clear Channel has esclusive contracts with numerous venucs across the country, blockiiig
iicccss 1o oilier proiiioters, rcsulting in less choicc availablc to consutners in live entertaininent. Additionally, Clear
Chaunel’s guaranteed fces to tlic artists they promote are so exorbitant, that they inust pass aloiig this cost to tlic
consmner, rcsulting is incredibly high-priced concert tickets. outside tlie reach of many fans This has causcd
coiiccrt tickei prices and servicc charges to rise iiiore than 60% ovcr the past 6 years.

Tlic same consolidation in the concert industry is affecting the broadcast industry. By eliminating the remaining
nicdia concentration rules. the diversity and indepcndence of media outlets will be eroded so greatly as to leave the
consumer with fewer choices in music. A few large corporations will control what music gels played and how often.
rcsulting in bland, "safc" programming with littlc diversity, diminishing the quality of radio broadcasts. In effect;
tlic dciiiocratic voice of coiisuiners will bc ignored (as they already are) as the large corporations Work to serve their
owil iInterests. not the intcrests of the public. Without the current rules in place, there is N0 incentive by large
corporations to vary radio broadcasts, creatc unique programming. or veer from playing the songs thcy want to
promoic. resulting in "less choice and no voice" for tlic consumer

In addition. since 1996 radio stations have becoinc very formidable competitors of concert proniotcrs by offering
riidio airplay aiid proinotion in exchange Tor the artists' appearance on their radio station concerts. Concert
pramelers cannot compele against radio stations concens since we cannot offer anything that could match atrplay
and promotion

As such. tlic FCC should rctain a!l of the current media ownership rules now in question

Sincerely.

JAM Pmduclions,/u\d

oy RS

Lavcetle Potts
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In the Matter of 2002 Biennial Regulatory Review - Review of the Commission's BroadcastOwnership Rules
and Other Rules Adopted Pursuant to Section 202 of the Telecommunications Act of 1996, Notice of Proposed
Rulemaking, MM Docket No. 02- 277, (rel. Scpt. 23, 2002)

To: The Secretary, FCC Commissioners, and Chief, Media Bureau:

! am writing to you today to comment on Docker No. 02-277, the Biennial Review o fthe FCC's broadcast media
ownership rules. In its goals to promote competition, diversity and localism in today's media market, 1strongly
believe that the FCC should retain all of the current tnedia ownership rules now in question. Tliese rules serve the
piiblic interest by liinitingthe market power of already huge coinpanics in the broadcast industry.

i support the FCC's plan to hold a public hearing on this matter in Richmond, VA in February 2003. | strongly
encourage the Commission to hold similar hearings in all parts ofthe country and solicit the widest possible
participation from tlie public. The rarified. lawyerly atmosphere ofan FCC ruleinaking is not an appropriate
decision-niakiiig venue when questions as profound as the freedomn of our media are at stake. | encourage the
Commissioners to come out and meet some of the people who do not have a financial interest in this issue, but a

soctal interest.

Wirh the serious impact these rule changes will have on our democracy, it is important that the Commission take the
tlime to review these issties more thoroughly and allow the American people to have a meaningful say in the process.

As an employee of Jam Productions. Ltd., the country's largest independent concert and theatrical promoter, | can
speak first hand aboutthc effects ot industry consolidatioii in the broadcast industries, having experienced the
detrimental effcctc of consolidation in the conccrt industry.

Inthe concert indusiry. Clear Channel. the largest concen promoter in the country controls tlie vast majority of the
live concert business. Clear Channel has exclusive contracts with tiumerous venues across the country, blocking
access to other promotcrs. resulting in less choice available to consumers in live entertainment. Additionally, Cleat
Channcl’s guaranteed fees to the artists they promote arc so exorbitant, that they must passalong this cost to the
coiisunier. resulting is incredibly high-priced concert tickets. outside the reach of many fans. This has caused
coiicert ticket priccs and service charges to rise morc than 60% over the past 6 years.

The same consolidation in the concert industry is affecting the broadcast industry By eliminating the remaining
media conceiirration rules, the diversity and independence of media outlets will be eroded so greatly as to leave the
consunier with fewer choices in inusic. A few large corporations will control what music gets played and how often,
resulting in bland, *'safe’* programming with little diversity, diminishing the quality of radio broadcasts. |n effect,
the democratic voicc 0f consumers will be ignored (as they already are) as the large corporations work to serve their
own interests, not the interests of the public. Without the current rules in place, there is no incentive by large
corporations to vary radio broadcasts, create unique programming, or veer from playing the songs they want to
proinote, resulting in 'less choice and no voice" for the consumer.

In addition, sincc 1996 radio stations have become very formidable competitors o f concert promoters by offering
radio airplay and promotion in exchange for the artists' appearance on their radio station concerts. Concert
promoters cannot compete against radio stations concerts since we cannot offer anything that could match airplay
and promotion.

As such, the FCC should retain all of the current media ownership rules now in question.

Sincerely.

JAM Produgtions, I.td. ,

A e

Jewhifer Burke
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In the Matter of2002 Biennial Regulatory Review - Review of the Commission's Broadecaft Ownership Rule o h
and Other Rules Adopted Pursuant to Section 202 0f the Telecommunications Act of 1996, Nayr€of RA oy
Rulemaking, MM Docket No. 02- 277, {rel. Sept. 23,2002) T e T

To: The Secretary. FCC Commissioners, and Chief, Media Bureau:

I 'am writing to you today to comment on DocketNO. 02-277, the Biennial Review of the FCC's broadcast media
ownership rules. In its goals to promote competition, diversity and localism in today's media market, | strongly
believe that the FCC should retain all of the current media ownership rules now h question. These rules serve the
public interest by limiting the market power of already huge companies in the broadcast industry

I support the FCC's plan to hold a public hearing on this matter in Richmond, VA in February 2003. Istrongly
encourage the Commission to hold similar hearings in all parts o f the country and solicit the widest possible
participation from the public. The rarified, lawyerly atmosphere of an FCC rulemaking is not an appropriate
decision-making venue when questions as profound as the freedom of our media are at stake. 1 encourage the
Commissionersto come out and meet some o f the people who do not have a financial interest in this issue, but a

social interest.

With the serious impact these rule changes will have on ourdemocracy, it is important that the Commission take the
time to review these issues more thoroughly and allow the American people to have a meaningful say in the process.

As an employee of Jam Productions, Ltd., the country's largest independentconcert and theatrical promoter, | can
speak first hand about the effects o f industry consolidation in the broadcast industries, having experienced the
detrimental effects of consolidation in the concert industry.

In the concert industry, Clear Channel, the largest concert promoter in the country controls the vast majority of the
live concert business. Clear Channel has exclusive contracts with numerous venues across the country, blocking
access to other promoters, resulting in less choice available to consumers in live entertainment. Additionally, Clear
Channel's guaranteed fees to the artists they promote are so exorbitant, that they must pass along this cost to the
consumer, resulting is incredibly high-priced concert tickets, outside the reach of many fans. This has caused
concertticket prices and service charges to rise more than 60% over the past 6 years.

The same consolidation in the concert industry is affecting the broadcast industry. By eliminating the remaining
media concentration rules, the diversity and independence of media outlets will be eroded SO greatly as to leave the
consumer with fewer choices in music. A few large corporations will control what music gets played and how often,
resulting in bland, "safe" programming with little diversity, diminishing the quality of radio broadcasts. it effect,
the democratic voice of consumers will be ignored (as they already are) as the large corporations work to serve their
own interests, not the interests of the public. Without the current rules in place, there is no incentive by large
corporations to vary radio broadcasts, create unique programming, or veer from playing the songs they want to
promote, resulting in "less choice and no voice" for the consumer.

In addition, since 1996 radio stations have become very formidable competitors o f concert promoters by offering
radio airplay and promotion in exchange for the artists' appearance on their radio station concerts. Concert
promoters cannot compete against radio stations concerts since we cannot offer anything that could match airplay
and promotion.

As such. the FCC should rerain all of the current media ownership rules now h question,

Sincerely.

JAM Productions. Ltd.

Krassi Boboshevsky
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In the Mattcr of 2002 Biennial Regulatory Review - Rcview of the Commission's Broadcast (}w‘nél';’m;'!;rnmég”“
and Other Rules Adopted Pursuant to Section 202 of the Telecommunications Act of 1996, Notice of Proposed
Rulemaking, MM Dncket Nu. 82- 277, (rel. Sept. 23,2002)

To The Sceretary, FCC Cointnissioiicrs. and Chief. Media Bureau:

I ain wring Lo vou today i0 coniinenl on Docket No. 02-277, the Biennial Rcview of the FCC's broadcasl media
ownership rules. In its goals Lo promote competition, diversity and localism in today's media market, | strongly
bclieve lhat tlic FCC should relaiii all of 1he currcnt mecdia ownership tules now in question. Thesc niles serve tlic
piiblic micresi by limiting the market power of already hugc companies in the broadcasrindustn

I support tlic FCC's plan to hold a public hearing on this matter in Richmond. VA in February 2003, T strongly
cncourage the Coinmission Lo hold similar hearings in all parts of the couniry and solicit Ihe widest possible
parhcipation from the public. The rarified, lawyerly atmosphere of an FCC rulemaking is not an appropriaic
decision-making venuc when queslions as profound as tlie freedom of our mcdia arc ar stakc. [ encourage the
Commissioners to come oul and meet somc of the peoplc who do not havc a financial interest in this issue. bul a
social interest

With Ilie serious tmpact thcsc nile changes will have on our democracy. it is important that the Cominission take tlic
thne fo review these issucs more thoroughly and allow 1he American people to have a meaningful say in the process.

As iiii cmployee ol Jain Producrioiis. Ltd , ilie country's largest indepeitdentconccrt aud thcatrical promoter. lcaii
spcak lirst hand about rlie cffects of industry coiisolidation in the broadcasl industries, having experienced the
detrimental effects of consolidation in the coiicerl industr).

In ilic concert iiidusrry. Clear Channel. the largcstconccn promoter in the country controls the vast majority of tlic
livc concert business. Clear Channel has exclusive contracts with humerous vcnues across the country, blocking
access b other promolcers, resulting in Icss choice available io consumers in live cnlertainment. Additionally, Clcar
Channe!’s goaranteed fees to 1he anisis they promote are S0 exorbitand. ihat thcy must pass along this cost to the
consumer. resulting is incredibly high-priccd concert tickets. outside the reach of many Fans This lias caused
coiiccrl ticker prices and service cliargcs to risc more than 60% over the past 6 ycars.

The samc consolidation in tlie concert industry is affecting the broadcastindustry By eliminating the reinaiiiing
media concentralion nilcs. the diversity and indcpendencc of media outlets will be croded o greatly as to leave the
consumer with fewer choicesin music. A few large corporations will control what music gels playcd and how ofteii.
resulting in bland, “safc™ programming with littlc diversily. diminishing the quality of radio broadcasls. In cflect,
tlic democratic voicc of consumers will bc ignored (as they already arc) as tlie large corporatioiis work to serve thetr
own interests. net Ilie intcrests of the public. Without tlie current rules inplace, there is no incentive by large
corporafions to vary radio broadcasts, crealc uniquc programming, or veer from playing the songs they want to
proiiiolc. rcsuliing in “less choice and no veice” ior the consumer

In addinon. siiice 1996 radio slations have bccoinc very forinidable conipetitors 0f concert proinolers by offering
radio mrplay and promotion in cxchange For the artists' appearancc on their radio station concerts. Concert
promoters cannot compete against radio stations concerts siiicc we cannot offer anything ihat could match airplay
and promotion.

As such. the FCC should rctain all of tlic current media ownership rulcs now in question
Sincerely
IAM Productions, Lid

T ol f_

Suzanne Sanlos
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In the Matter uf 2002 Biennial Regulatory Review - Review of the Commission’sBroadcast OWF]é'fship Rules
and Other Rules Adopted Pursuant tn Section 202 of the Telecommunications Act of 1996, Nntice of Proposed
Rulemalking, MM Docket Nu. 02- 277, (rel. Sept. 23, 2002)

To Tlic Secrctary. FCC Commissioners, and Chicl, Media Burcau.

I am writing to you today to conunent ou Docket N0. 02-277, tlic Biennial Review of the FCC’sbroadcast inedia
uwnership rilles. In its goals to proinotc ¢coinpelition, diversity and localism in today’s inedia market. | strongly
believe that Ilic FCC should rctain all of tlie current inedia ownership rules now in qucstion. These rulcs serve the
piiblic interest by limiling the marker power of already huge companies in the broadcast industry

| suppart the FCC’s plan lo hold a public hearing on tliis marter in Richmond, VA in February 2003, | strongly
cucourage tlic Commission to hold similar hearings in all pans of the country and solicit the widest possible
participation from the public. The ranficd, lawyerly atinospliere ofan FCC ruleinaking is not an appropriatc
decision-making venue when questions as profound as the frecdom of our niedia are at stake. | encourage tlic
Conunisstoners to conic OUr aiid meet some of the people who do not havc a financial intercsl in this issue, but a
social nierest

With tlic serious impact tlicse rule changes will havc on our dciiiocracy, it is impefant that the Comnuission take the
fime to review (hese 1ssucs inorc tharoughly and allow the American people to have a meaningful say in tlic process.

As iiii cmiployee of Jain Productions. Ltd.. tlie country’s largest indepeiident concert and theatrical prowoter, T can
speak Tirst hand about the cffects of industry consolidation in the broadcast industries. having espericnced tlic
detrimental cliects of consolidation in the concerl industry.

I'n the coiicerl indusiry, Clear Channel, the largest conicert prornoter in the country contrels tlic vast majority of tlic
live concert business. Clear Channel has esclusivc contracts with numerous venues across the country. blockiiig
iiccess (o other proinotcrs, resulting 1n less choice available to consumcrs in live entertainment. Additionally, Clear
Channel’s guaranteed fccs to the artists they promote are so csorbitant, Ihat tlicy must pass along this cost to the
consumcr. resulting is incredibly high-priced concent lickets, outside the reach of inany fans. This has caused
concert licket priccs and scrvice charges to risc more lhan 60% over the past 6 years.

The sac consolidation tn the concert industny is affecting tlic broadcast industry By eliminating tlic remaining
iiicdia concentraion nilcs. the diversity and independcnce of incdia outlets will be croded so greatly as 10 leave tlic
consumer witli fewer choices in music A few largc corporations will control what music gets played and how often,
rcsulliiig 1y bland. “sale” programining with littlc diversity. diminishing the quality of radio broadcasts. [n effccl.
the dcinocratic voice of consumecrs will be ignored (as they already are) as the large corporatioils work to scrve their
own intercsts. iiot tlic interestsof the public. Without the currcnt rules in place, tlierc 1s no incentive by largc
corporations 1o varny radio broadcasts, create unique programining, or veer [rom playing the songs they want |o
premotg, resulting in “less choice and no voice” Tor the consumer.

I addition. since 1996 radio stations have become very formidable competitors of concen proniotcrs by offering
radio airplay and promotion in ¢xchange for the artists’ appearance 0n their radio station concerts. Concert
promoliers canngl compere against radio stations concerts sincc we cannot offer anything that could match airplay
and proitiotron.,

As such. the FCC should relain all of the current inedia ownership rules now in question

Sincerely

JAM Productions. Ltd.
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In the Matter of 2002 Biennial Regulatory Review -Review of the Commission’s Broadcast Ownership Rules
and Other Rules Adopted Pursuant to Section 202 of the Telecommunications Act of 1996, Notice of Proposed
Rulemaking, MM Docket No. 02- 277, (rel. Sept. 23,2002)

To: The Secrciary, FCC Commissioners, and Chief, Media Bureau:

I 'am writing to you today to comment on Docket No. 02-277, the Biennial Review of the FCC‘s broadcast media
ownership rules. In its goals to promote competition, diversity and localism in today’s media market, | strongly
believe that the FCC should retain all ofthe current media ownership tules now in question. These tules serve the
public interest by limiting the market power of already huge companies in the broadcast industry.

T support the FCC*s plan to hold a public hearing on this matter in Richmond, VA in February 2003. | strongly
ciicourage the Commission to hold similar hearings in all parts of the country and solicit the widest possible
participation from the public. The rarified, lawyerly atmosphere of an FCC rulemaking is not an appropriate
dccision-making venue when questions as profound as the freedom ofour media are at stake. I encourage the
Commissioners to come out and meet some of the people who do not have a financial interest in this issue, but a
social intcrest.

With the serious impact these tule changes will have on our democracy, it is important that the Commission take the
time to review these issues more thoroughly and allow the American people to have a meaningful say in the process.

As an cmployee of Jam Productions, Ltd., the country’s largest independent concert and theatrical promoter, | can
speak first hand about the effects of industry consolidation in the broadcast industries, having experienced the
detrimental effects o f consolidation in the concert industry.

In the concert industry, Clear Channel, the largest concert promoter in the country controls the vast majority of the
live concert business. Clear Channel has exclusive contracts with numerous venues across the country, blocking
access Lo other promoters, resulting in less choice available to consumers in live entertainment. Additionally, Clear
Channel’s guaranteed fees to the artists they promote are so exorbitant, that they must pass along this cost to the
consumer, resulting 1s incredibly high-priced concert tickets, outside the reach of many fans. This has caused
concert ticket prices and service charges to rise more than 60% over the past 6 years.

The same consolidation in the concert industry is affecting the broadcast industry. By eliminating the remaining
media concentration rules, the diversity and independence of media outlets will be eroded so greatly as to leave the
consumer with fewer choices in music. A few large corporations will control what music gets played and how often,
resulting in bland, “safe” programming with little diversity, dinunishing the quality of radio broadcasts. In effect,
the democratic voice ofconsumers will be ignored (asthey already are) as the large corporations work to serve their
own interests, not the interests of the public. Without the current rules in place, there is no incentive by large
corporations to vary radio broadcasts, create unique programming, or veer from playing the songs they want to
promote, resulting in “less choice and no voice” for the consumer.

In addition, since 1996 radio stations have become very formidable competitors ofconcert promoters by offering
radio airplay and promotion in exchange for the artists’ appearance on their radio station concerts. Concert
promoters cannot compete against radio stations concerts since we cannot offer anything that could match airplay
and promotion.

As such, the FCC should retain all ofthe current media ownership tules now in question
Sincerely,
' 4
. . E ;
TJH Tt

Keith Moschea
JAM Productions, Lrd
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In the Matter of 2002 Biennial Regulatory Review - Revicw uf the Commission's Broadcast Ownership Ruler ™
antl Other Rules Adopted Pursuant to Section 202 of the Telecommunications Act of 1996, Nntice of Proposed

Rulemaking, MM Docket Nu. 02- 277. (rel. Sept. 23, 2002)
To' The Sceretary, FCC Comumnissioners. and Chief, Media Bureau:

I am wriling lo vou today 1o comment on Docket No. 02-277, tlie Bienmal Review ofthc FCC's broadcast media
awnership rulces. In its goals to promote competition, diversity and localism in today's mediamarket, 1 strongly
belicve Lthat the FCC should retatn all oftlic current media ownership rules now in question. Thesc rules scrve tlie
piiblic interest by limiting the markel power of already huge companies in the broadcast industry.

I support the FCC's plan to hold a public licanng on this matter in Richmond, VA in February 2003. T strongly
ciicouragcilic Commissionto hold similar hearings in all pans of the country and solicit tlic widest possible
particepation froiii tlic public The rarified, lawyerls atmosphere of an FCC rulemakingis not an appropriale
decision-making venue when questions as profound as tlie freedom of our mediaare at stakc. | encouragc the
Commissioncrs lo come oul and mecet some of the peoplc uho do nor have a financial interest in this issue. but a
social mlerest

Wil the scrioiis impact ihese rule changes will have on our democracy. it is important that the Commission take tlic
fie 1o review thesc issues morc thoroughly and allow the American pcople to have a meaningful say inthe proccss

As iiiicmployee of Jam Productions. Ltd . the country’s largesl independent concertand theatrical promoter. Ican
speak [rst hand about the effects of industry consolidation in the broadcaslindustries. having experienced the
deirnnmental effects of consolidatioii in Ilic concert industry,

l11 the concert industry, Clear Cliannel. the largesl concert promoier in the country controls the vast majority 0fthe
live coneert business  Clear Channcl has exclusive contracls with numerous venues across the country blocking
iiccess to other promoters. resultingin Icss choice available to consumers in live entertaimment.  Additionally. Clcai
Channel’s puaranteed fees to llic antists they promote arc so exorbitant, that they must pass along this cost to rlie
consuiner, resulting is incredibly high-priced concert tickets, outside the reach of many fans. This has caused
coiiccri ticket pnccs aid servicc charges to rise more than 60% over tlic past 6 years

Tlic same consolidation m tlic concert industry is affecting the broadcastindustry By eliminating the remaining
media concentration rules, the diversity and indepcndence of incdia outlets will bc eroded so greatly as Lo leave tlic
consumer with fewer clioiccs in inusic A few large corporations will conirol what music gels played aiid how ofien.
resulling in bland. "'safe" programming with little diversily, diminislung the quality of radio broadcasts. Tn cffect.
llie democratic voice of consumers will be ignorcd (asthey alrcady are) as the large corporations work to serve their
own mierests, iiot ilic interests of llic public  Without tlie current rules in place. thcre is no incentive by large
corporattons Lo vary radio broadcasis, create unique programming, or veer from playing the songs tlicy want to
proemole. resulting in lcss choice and 110 voice” for tlic consumer.

In addition, since 1996 radio stations have becoine very formidable competitors of conccrt promoters by offering
radio :urplay and promolion in exchange for the artists’ appearauice on iheir radio station concerts. Concert
prontolers cannol coiiipctc against radio stalions concerts since we cannot offcr anything that could match airplay
and promotion,

As such. the FCC should retain all of the currenl media ownership niles Now in question

Swicerely

JAM Productians, Lid.

gcc Federighi
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Inthe Matter 012002 Biennial Regulatory Review - Review of the Commission’s Broadcast Ownership Rules
and Other Rules Adopted Pursuant to Section 202 of the Telecommunications Act of 1996, Notice of Proposed
Rulemaking, MM DocketNO. 02- 277. (rel. Sept. 23,2002)

To: The Secretary, FCC Commissioners, and Chief, Media Bureau:

I am writing to you today to comment on Docket No. 2-277, the Biennial Review ofthe FCC'’s broadcast media
ownership rules. In its goals to promote competition, diversity and localism intoday’s media market, Istrongly
believe that the FCC should retain all of the current media ownership rules now in question. These rules serve the
public interest by limiting the market power ofalready huge companies in the broadcast industry.

I support the FCC’splan to hold a public hearing on this matter in Richmond, VA in February 2003. | strongly
encourage the Commission to hold similar hearings in all parts ofthe country and solicit the widest possible
participation Fromthe public. The rarified, lawyerly atmosphere ofan FCC rulemaking is not an appropriate
decision-making venue when questions as profound as the Freedom ofour media are at stake. | encourage the
Commissioners to come out and meet some o fthe people who do not have a financial interest in this issue, but a
social interest.

With the serious impact these rule changcs will have on our democracy, itis important that the Commission take the
time to review these issues more thoroughly and allow the American people to have a meaningful say in the process.

As an employee o fJam Productions, Ltd.. the country’s largest independent concen and theatrical promoter, | can
speak first hand about the effects o f industry consolidation in the broadcast industries, having experienced the
detrimental effects ofconsolidation in the concert industry

In the concert industry, Clear Channel, the largest concert promoter in the country controls the vast majority o f the
live concert business. Clear Channel has exclusive contracts with numerous venues across the country, blocking
access to other promoters, resulting in less choice available to consumers in live entertainment. Additionally, Clear
Channel's guaranteed fees to the artists they promote are SO exorbitant, that they must pass along this cost to the
consumer, resulting is incredibly high-priced concert tickets, outside the reach o f many fans. This has caused
concert ticket prices and service charges to rise more than 60% over the past 6 years.

The same consolidation in the concert industry is affecting the broadcast industry. By eliminating the remaining
media concentration rules, the diversity and independence o f media outlets will he eroded S0 greatly & to leave the
consumer with fewer choices in music. A few large corporations will control what music gets played and how often,
resulting in bland, “safe” programming with little diversity, diminishing the quality of radio broadcasts. In effect,
the democratic voice ofconsumers will be ignored (as they already are) as the large corporations work to serve their
own interests, not the interests ofthe public. Without the current rules in place, there is h0 incentive by large
corporations to vary radio broadcasts, create unique programming, or veer from playing the songs they want to
promote, resulting in “less choice and no voice” for the consumer.

In addition, since 1996 radio stations have hecome very formidable competitors of concert promoters by offering
radio airplay and promotion in exchange for the artists’ appearance on their radio station concerts. Concert
promoters cannot compete against radio stations concerts since we cannot offer anything that could match airplay
and eromotion.

As such, the FCC should retain all o fthe current media ownership rules now in question

Donnd Sue Van Cleaf-Fish
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In the Matter nf 2002 Biennial Regulatory Review, - Review of the Commission's Broadcast Wﬁ@mﬁm&
and Other Rules Adopted Pursuant tn Section 202 of the Telecommunications Act of 1996, Notice if Praposed
Rulemaking, MM Docket No. 02- 277, (rel, Sept. 23,2002)

To Tlic Secrclan. FCC Coininissioiicrs. and Chicf. Media Bureau.

[ am wrinng to you today lo comment on Docket No 02-277, the Biennial Review of the FCC's broadcasi iiiedia
ownership rules hiits goals to proinote competition, diversity and localism in today's media market. I slrongly
believe that llie FCC should retain all of the current incdia ownership rules now in question. These niles scrve the
public intcrest by limiting the iiiarket power of already huge companies in the broadcast industg.

| siippon llic FCC's plan to hold a public hearing on this matter in Richmond, VA in February 2003. | strongly
ciicouragc llic Coininission to hold similar hcarings in all parts of the country and solicit the widesl possiblc
pacticipation (rom the pubiic. Tlic rarified. lawyerly airnosphere of an FCC rulemaking is not an appropriate
deciston-making venue when questions as profound as the freedom of our media are at stakc. | encourage the
Couunissioncrs 1o coinc out and meel some of llie peoplc who do not have a financial intercst in this issue. but
social mtercsl

With the senous iinpaci these rule changes will have on our dcinocracy, il is iinportanl that the Cominission take the
nime 1o review these issties inore tliorouglily and allow tlie Aincncan people to have a meaningful say in the proccss.

As an employvee of Jam Productions. Ltd , tlic country's largest independent concertand theatrical promoler. | can
spcak first haud about tlic cffects of industry consolidation in the broadcast industries, having cxperienced llie
deirimental ¢ffects of consolidation inllie concent industry

Lu llic concert industry. Clear Channel, the largest concert promoter in the country controls the vast majority of tlic
live coiicert business Clear Channel lias exclusive contracls with nunicrous venucs across the country, blocking
iicccss io other promoters. rcsulting in Icss choice available (o consumers in live entertainment.  Additionally, Clear
Channel’s guaranteed fces o tlie arlists they promote arc so exorbitanl. that they must pass along Lls cost lo the
consumer. resultingis incredibhy high-priced conccen tickets, outside tlie rcacli of many fans. This has caused
coiiccri ticket pnccs aiid servicc cliarges Lo rise inorc tlian 60% ovcr the past 6 ycars.

Tlic saiiie coiisolidatioii in tlic coiicen industry is affccting the broadcast industry By eliminating the remaining
iiicdia concentration rules. llie diversity and iiidepcndence of incdia outlets will be eroded so greatly as to leave the
consumer with fewer choiccs in music. A few largc corpordtions will control what music gets played and how often,
rcsuliing in bland. "safc" programming with littlc diversity, diminishing the quality 0f radio broadcasts. In effect,
the democratic voice of consumers will be ignored (as they already are) as the large corporatioiis work o serve their
own iiiicresis. iiot the interests oftlie public. Without tlic current rules in place. tlierc is no incentive by large
corporations 1o vary radio broadcasls. creiitc Uunique programming. or veer from playing Ilic Songs they want (o
proinotc. rcsultiiig in "less clioicc aiid no voicc™ for the consuiner.

in addition. siiice 1996 radio stations have becoinc very formidable coinpetitors of concert proiiiolers by oflering
racho airplay aiid promotion in exchange Tor tlic MISES" appcarance on their radio station concerts. Concert
promoters cannot compele against radio stations concerts sincc we cannot offcr anything that could inatch airplay
and promation.

As siicli. ilic FCC should rctain all of llic current media ownership rules now in question

Sincercly
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JAM Produclioiis. LId

Q0"



[

January 8. 2003 ;
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In thec Matter of 2002 Biennial Regulator) Review - Review of the Commission's Broadcast Ow'n-ership Rules
and Other Rules Adupted Pursuant to Section 202 of the Telecommunications Act of 1996, Notice of Propase
Rulemaking, MM Docket Nu. 02- 277. (rek. Sept. 23, 2002)

To Tlic Secretary, FCC Coinirussioncrs. and Chief, Media Bureau:

I am wrifing to you loday to comment on Dockei No. 02-277. the Biennial Review of the FCC's broadcast media
ownership nilcs In its goals to promote coinpetiiion. diversity and localism in today's incdia market. 1sirongly
believe that 1lie FCC should retainall of the current inedia ownership rules now in question. These rulcs serve tlic
public mteresi by limiting the market power of already huge coinpanies in tlie broadcast industry

I suppori llic FCC's plan to hold a public hearing on Uus matier in Richmond, VA in February 2003, | strongly
encoutage the Conmumission 10 hold similar hearmgs in all parts of tlic country aiid solicit tlic widest possible
parhicipation rom tlic public. The rarificd. lawyerly atmosplicre of an FCC rulemaking is notan appropriate
decision-making venue ahcu questions as profound as the freedom of our mediaare at Stake. I encourage the
Commissioners to coinc out and meet saine of the people whao do not have a financial interest in this issue. but a
social mteresl

Wiih llic serious impact thesc rule changes will have on our democracy, it is important that the Commission take tlic
i1me to review tlicsc issues iiiore tliorouglily and allow the American peoplc to have a meaningful say in the process

As an cmiployee of Jam Productions, Ltd., the country’s largest indcpeiident concenand theatrical proinotcr. [ can
speak first hand about llie effects of industry consolidation in the broadcast industries. having expcrieiiced tlie
detnmental effccts of consolidation in tlic concert industry.

tn the concert industry, Clear Channel. tlic largest concert promoter in the country controls the vast majority of the
live concert business. Clcar Channcl has esclusive contracts with numerous venues across the couiitry. blockiiig
access to other promoters. resulling in less choice available to consumers in livc entertainment. Additionally. Clear
Channel’s guaranteed fces to the artists they proinote arc so exorbitant, that they must pass along ttus cost to tlic
consumer. resulting isincredibly high-priced concert tickels, oursidc the reach of many fans. This lias caused
concen ticket priccs and servicc charges 1o rise iiiore than 60% ovcr the past 6 years.

Tlie s:aunc consolidalioii inx the coiicert industry is affectiiig the broadcast industry By eliminating the remaining
iiicdia concentration rulces, the diversity aiid independence of incdia outlets will be eroded so greatly as to leave rlie
consumer with fewer clioices in inusic. A fcw large corporations will control what inusic gets playcd and how oflcii
rcsulliiig i bland. “'safe" programmingwith littlc diversity. diminislung the quality of radio broadcasts. In effcct.
tlic dciiiocralic voice of consumers will bc ignored (as they alreads arc) as the large corporations work to serve their
own imerests, not the interests of the public. Without the current rnics in place, there is no incentive by large
corporations |o vary radio broadcasts, create unique programining, or veer from playing the songs they want lo
promote resulling in "lcss choice and no voice" for llie consumer.

I addition. sincc 1996 radio stations have become very formidablc competitors of concerl proinotcrsby olfering
radio airplay and proinotion in exchange for the artists' appearance on their radio station concerts. Concent
proinotcrs cannol coiiipete against radio stations conccns Since we cannot offer anything that could match airpkay
and proiiiotioii

As such. tlic FCC should retain all of rlic current media ownership rules now in question.

Sincerely.

JAM Productions. Ltd
o2
S— /4/“ L__/‘
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In the Matter of 2002 Biennial Regulatory Review -Review of the Commission's Broadcast Ownership Rules
and Other Rules Adopted Pursuant tu Section 202 of the Telecommunications Act of 1996, Notice of Proposed
Rulemzking, MM Dncket Nn. 02- 277. (rel. Sept. 23,2002)

To The Sccrelan FCC Cenurissioners, and Cluel Media Bureau

lam wriling Lo you loday to comment on Docket No. 02-277, the Brennial Review of the FCC's broadcasl media
ownerslup rules In its goals to promolc competison, diversity and localisin in today's media market, | strongly
belicve that the FCC sliould retain all of the current inedia ownership rules now in question. Tliese rules serve the
public interest by limiting the market power of already hugc companies in the broadcast industry.

I suppon llic FCCs plaii to hold a public licaring on this matter in Richmond, VA in February 2003. 1 stroiigly
encourage llic Conunission to hold similar hearings in all parts of the country aiid solicit the widest possible
participation rom tlie public. The rarified. lawycrly atmosphere of an FCC ruleinaking is not an appropnalc
decision-making venuc when questions as profound as the freedom of our media are at stake. | encouragc llie
Commissioncrs lo coinc out aid meet some of tlic people who do net have a financial interest in this issue, bul a
social interes

With llic semous iinpact rhese nile changes will have on our democricy, it iSimportant that the Commission take the
1hme to revicw these issucs inorc thoroughly and allow the American pcople to have a meaningful say in the process.

As an ciiiploycc of Jam Productions. Ltd , rlic country’s largest indepcndeiit concen and theatrical promoter. | can
speak first hand abaut Ilie effccts of industry consolidation in the broadcast industries, having cxperienced llic
dernmental effects of consolidalion in the concert industry.

In ilie coiicerl indusiry, Clear Channel. the largest concert promoter in Ilic country conlrols tlie vast majority of tlic
live concent busincss. Clear Channel has exciusive contracts with numerous venues across tlie country, blocking
iiccess lo otlicr proiiioters, resulting in less choice available to consumers in live entertainment. Additionally, Clear
Channel’s guaranteed fees 1o (he artists they promolc are so exorbilant, that thcy must pass along this cost to ilie
consumer. resulting is incredibly high-priced concerl tickets. oursidc the reach of many fans. This has caused
concert ticket prices and service charges to risc more tlian 6096 over the past 6 years.

Tlic samc consolidation w the concert indusiry 15 affecting the broadcast industry, By eliminating the remaining
iiicdia concentraiion rules, the diversity aiid independence of media oullets will be eroded so greatly as to Icave llie
consunier with fewer clioices in music A fow large corporations will coiiuol what music gets played and how oflcii
resulfing in bland. “safe” programming witl: little diversity, diminishing the quality of radio broadcasls. in effccl.
the democratic voice of consiemers will be ignored (as they already are) as the large corporations work to scrve their
own mierests. not rlie interests of the public. Withoul the current rulcs in place, there is no incentive by large
carporalions ® vary radio broadcasts, create uniquc programming. or veer from playing the songs they want In
pramote, resulting in "less choice aiid no voice" for tlic consumer.

I addition, since 1996 radio stations have become very formidable competitors ofconcen promoters by offering
radio airplay aiid promotion in cxchange For the mists' appcarance on their radio station conccns. Concert
proiiiolers cannot compete against radio stations concerts since we caniiot offcr anything that could match wrplay
aiid promotion.

AS such, The FCC sliould retain all of the current mcdia ownership riles now in qucstion.

Sincerchy

JAM Productions, Lig?”
: ,‘,
AN 1
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In Ihe Matter of 2002 Biennial Regulatory Review - Review of the Commission's Broadcast w}shwh_&@(]f“
and Other Rules Adopted Pursuant to Section 202 of the Telecommunications Act of 1996, Netice-of Projivsed
Rulemaking, MM Docket No. 02- 277, (rel. Sept. 23, 2002)

o7 The Secretary, FCC Conimissioners, and Chief, Media Bureau:

I am wriling to you today to coniiiient on Docket No. 02-277_the Biennial Review ofthe FCC's broadcast media
ownership rules. In its goals to promote competition. diversity and localism in today's media market, | strongly
believe ihat the FCC should retain all ofthe current media ownership rules now in question. These rules serve the
public interest by limiting the marker power o f already huge companies in the broadcast industry.

I support tlic I'CC’s plan to hold a public hearing on this matter in Richmond, VA in February 2003. 1strongly
ciicourage the Commission to liold similar hearings in all parts ofthe country and solicit the widest possible
participation from the public. The rarificd, lawyerly atmosphere ofan FCC rulemaking is not an appropriate
decision-making venue when questions as profound ai the freedom of our media are at stake. | encourage the
Commissioners to come out and meet some ofthe pcople who do not have a financial intcrest in this issue. but a
social interest.

With the serious impact rhcse rule changes will liave on our democracy, it is iinportant that the Commission take the
time to rcvicw these issues more tharoughly and allow the American people to have a meaningful say in the process

As an cmployee of Jam Productions, Ltd., the country's largest independent concen and theatrical promoter. | can
speuk first hand aboui the effects o findustry consolidation in the broadcast industries, having experienced the
detrimental effects of consolidation in the concert industry.

In the concert industry. Clear Channel, tlie largest concert promoter in the country controls the vast majority o f the
live concert business. Clcar Channel has esclusivc contracts with numerous venues across the country. blocking
access to other promoters, rcsulting in less choice available to consumers in live entertainment. Additionally, Clear
Channel's guaraiitccd fees to the artists they promote are so exorbitant, that they must pass along this cost to the
consumer, resulting is incredibly high-priced concert tickets. outside the reach of many fans. This has caused
concert ticket prices and service charges to rise more than 60% over the past 6 years.

The same consolidalion in the concert industry is affecting the broadcast industry. By eliminating the remaining
media concentration rules, the diversity and independence otniedia outlets will be eroded so greatly as to leave the
consumer with fewer choices in music. A few large corporations will control what music gets played and how often,
resulting in bland, ""safe” programniing with little diversity, diminishing the quality of radio broadcasts. In effect,
the democraric voice of consumers will he ignorcd (as they already are) as the large corporations work to serve their
own inlerests. nor the interests ofthe public. Without the current rules in place, there is no incentive by large
corporalions to vary radio broadcasts, creatc unique programming, or veer from playing the songs they want to
promote. resulting in "'lcss choice and no voice" for the consumet.

In addition. since 1996 radio stations have hecome very formidable competitors ofconcert promoters by offering
radio airplay and promotion in exchange for the artists' appearance on their radio station concerts. Concert
promoters cannot compete against radio ttations concerts since we cannot offer anything that could match airplay
and promotion.,

As such, the FCC should retain all ofthe current media ownership rules now in question
Sincerely,

JAM Productions, Ltd.
[
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Intlie Matter of 2002 Biennial Regulatory Review - Review of the Commission's Broadcast (‘)ﬂ\'/vnership Rules
and Other Rules Adopted Pursuant to Section 202 of the Telecommunications Act of 1996, Notice of Proposed
Rulemaking, MM Docket No. 02- 277, (rel. Sept. 23, 2002)

To: Tlic Secretary. FCC Commissioners. and Chicf, Media Bureau:

I am writing lo you today to comment oit Docket No 02-277, the Biennial Review af the FCC's broadcast media
ownership rules In its goals to proinote competition, diversity and localisin in today's mcdia market. | strongly
believe that the FCC should retain all of the current media ownership rules now in question. Thesc rules scrve the
piiblic interest by limiting the market power of already huge companies in the broadcast industry.

I suppori llic FCC'splan to hold a public hearing on this matter in Richmond, VA in February 2003. 1 strongly
ciicouragc tlic Commission to hold similar hearings in all pans of the country and solicit the widest possible
partictpation from the public. Tlic rarified. lawyerly atmospherc of an FCC rulemaking is no! an appropriate
dccision-making venue when queslions as profound as the freedom of our media are at stakc. lencourage tlie
Commissioners to coine out and imeet some of tlic people who do iiot have a financial interest in this 1ssuc, but 4
soci inlerest.

With the scrioiis impact tlicse rule changes will havc on our democracy, it is important that the Commission take the
time 1o review these 1ssucs more thoroughly and allow tlic American pcople to have a meaningful say in tlic process

As iiii ciiiploycc of Jam Productions. Ltd.. the country's largcst indepcndeiit concert aiid theatrical promoter, | caii
spcak first hand about the clfects of industry consolidatioii in the broadcast industrics, having cxperiencedthe
detrimental cfcets of coiisolidatioii i n the coiicen industry

In the concert industry. Clcar Channel. the largest concert promoter in the country controls the vast majority of llic
live coiicerl business. Clear Channel has cxclusive conlracts with numerous venues across the country. blocking
access to other promolters, resulling in less choicc availablc to consumers in live entertainment. Additionally. Clcar
Channcl’s guaraiitced fees to the ariists they promole are so exorbitant. that they must pass along this cost (o the
consumer. resulting is incredibly high-priccd concen tickcls. outside tlic reach of many fans. This has caused
coiicen tickel prices and scrvice cliarges to rise more than 60% over tlie past 6 years.

Tlic samc coiisolidation in the conccn industry is affecung tlic broadcast industry. By eliminating the remaining,
media concentration rulcs, the diversity and indcpendeiice of media outlcts will be eroded so greatly as to leave the
consumer wilh fewer choices in music. A few large corporations will control what music gets played and how often.
rcsulliiig in blaiid. “sale™ programming with little divcrsity, diminishing the quality of radio broadcasts. !n effccil.
the democratic voice of consumerswill be ignorcd (as they alrcady are) as the large corporations work to scrve their
own Intcrests. not ilic interests of the public  Without the currcnt rules in placc. there is no incentive by largc
corporations to v a n radio broddcasls. ¢creaic unique programming. or veer from playing the songs they want to
promole. resulliiig in "lesschoice and no voice" for the consumer.

In additton. siiicc 1996 radio stations havc bccoine very forinidable coinpctitors of concert promoters by offcring
radio airplay aiid promolion in exchange for the artists' appearancc on their radio station concerts. Concert
premoters caiinol coinpctc against radio stations concens since we cannot offer anything that could malch airplay
iiiid promotion

As siicli. llic PCC should retain all of the currcnt media ownership tules now in question
Sincerely

JAM Bgoduction

Scann Elizabeth Price
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In the Matter of 2002 Biennial Regulatory Review - Review of the Commission's Broadcasf'()wnership'ﬂljlés

and Other Rules Adopted Pursuantto Section 202 of the Telecommunications Act of 1996, Notice of Proposed

Rulemaking, MM Docket No. 02- 277, (rel. Sept. 23,2002)
To: The Secretary, FCC Commissioners, and Chief, Media Bureau:

1 am writing to you today to comment on Docket No.(2-277, the Biennial Review o fthe FCC's broadcast media
ownership rules. In its goals to promote competition, diversity and localism in today's media market, I strongly
believe that the FCC should retain all ofthe current media ownership rules now in question. These rules serve the
public interest by limiting the market power ofalready huge companies in the broadcast industry.

I support the FCC's planto hold a public hearing on this matter in Richmond, VA in February 2003. Istrongly
encourage the Commission to hold similar hearings in all pans of the country and solicit the widest possible
participation from the public. The rarified, lawyerly atmosphere of an FCC rulemaking is not an appropriate
decision-making venue when questions as profound as the freedom of our media are at stake. | encourage the
Commissioners to come out and meet some of the people who do not have afinancial interest in this issue, hut a
social interest.

With the serious impact these rule changes will have on our democracy. it is important that the Commission take the
lime to review these issues more thoroughly and allow the American people to have a meaningful say in the process.

As an employee of Jam Productions, Ltd., the country's largest independent concert and theatrical promoter, |can
speak first hand about the effects of industry consolidation in the broadcast industries, having experienced the
detrimental effects of consolidation in the concert industry.

In the concert industry, Clear Channel, the largest concert promoter in the country controls the vast majority ofthe
live concert business. Clear Channel has exclusive contracts with numerous venues across the country, blocking
access lo other promoters, resulting in less choice available to consumers in live entertainment. Additionally, Clear
Channel's guaranteed fees to the artists they promote are so exorbitant, that they must pass along this cost to the
consumer. resulting is incredibly high-priced concert tickets, outside the reach of many fans. This has caused
concert ticket prices and service charges to rise more than 60% over the past 6 years.

The same consolidation in the concert industry is affecting the broadcast industry By eliminating the remaining
media concentration rules, the diversity and independence o f media outlets will be eroded so greatly as to leave the
consumer with fewer choices in music. A few large corporations will control what music gets played and how often,
resulting in bland, "'safe’ programmingwith littlc diversity, diminishing the quality o fradio broadcasts. In effect,
the democratic voice of consumers will he ignored (as they already are) as the large corporations work to serve their
own interests, not the interests ofthe public. Without the current rules in place, there is no incentive by large
corporalions to vary radio broadcasts, create unique programming, or veer from playingthe songs they want to
promote. resulting in "'less choice and no voice™ for the consumer.

In addition, since 1996 radio stations have become very formidable competitors ofconcert promoters by offering
radio airplay and promotion in exchange for the artists' appearance on their radio station concerts. Concert
promoters cannot compete against radio stations concerts since we cannot offer anythingthat could match airplay

and promotion.
As such, the FCC should retain all of the current media ownership rules now in question

Sincerely,

JAM Productions, Lid.
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Inthe Matter of 2002 Biennial Regulatory Review - Review of the Commission's Broadca&_%ér}ﬁMsﬁ
and Other Rules Adopted Pursuant to Section 202 of the Telecommunications Act of 1996; Notice of Proposed
Rulemaking, MM Docker No. 02- 277, (rel. Sept. 23,2002)

To: The Secretary, FCC Commissioners, and Chief, Media Bureau:

lam writing to you today to comment on Docket No. 02-277, the Biennial Review o f the FCC's broadcast media
ownership rules. In its goals to promote competition, diversity and localism in today's media market, | strongly
believe that the FCC should retain all of the current media ownership rules now in question. These rules serve the
public interest by limiting the market power ofalready huge companies in the broadcast industry.

Isupport the FCC's plan to hold a public hearing on this matter in Richmond, VA in February 2003. Istrongly
encourage the Commission to hold similar hearings in all parts ofthe country and solicit the widest possible
participation from the public. The rarified, lawyerly atmosphere ofan FCC rulemaking is not an appropriate
decision-making venue when questions as profound as the freedom of our media are at stake. | encourage the
Commissioners to come out and meet some o f the people who do not have a financial interest inthis issue, but a
social interest.

With the serious impact these rule changes will have on our democracy, it is important that the Commission take the
time to review these issues more thoroughly and allow the American people to have a meaningful say in the process.

As an employee of Jam Productions, Ltd.. the country's largest independent concert and theatrical promoter, I can
speak first hand about the effects of industry consolidation in the broadcast industries, having experienced the
detrimental effects ofconsolidation in the concert industry.

Inthe concert industry, Clear Channel, the largest concert promoter in the country controls the vast majority ofthe
live concert business. Clear Channel has exclusive contracts with numerous venues across the country. blocking
access to other promoters, resulting in less choice available to consumers in live entertainment. Additionally, Clear
Channel's guaranteed fees to the artists they promote are so exorbitant, that they must pass along this cost to the
consumer, resulting is incredibly high-priced concert tickets, outside the reach of many fans. This has caused
concert ticket prices and service charges to rise more than 60% over the past 6 years.

The same consolidation in the concert industry is affecting the broadcast industry. By eliminating the remaining
media concentration rules, the diversity and independence o f media outlets will be eroded so greatly as to leave the
consumer with fewer choices in music. A few large Corporations will control what music gets played and how often,
resulting in bland, "safe’ programming with little diversity, diminishing the quality o f radio broadcasts. In effect,
the democratic voice of consumers will be ignored (as they already are) as the large corporations work to serve their
own interests, not the interests ofthe public. Without the current rules in place, there is no incentive by large
corporations to vary radio broadcasts, create unique programming, or veer from playing the songsthey want to
promote, resulting in "less choice and no voice" for the consumer.

In addition, since 1996 radio stations have become very formidable competitors of concert promoters by offering
radio airplay and promotion in exchange for the artists' appearance on their radio station concerts. Concert
promoters cannot compete against radio stations concens since we cannot offer anything that could match airplay
and promotion.

As such, the FCC should retain all of the current media ownership rules now in question

Sincerely,

JAM Productions, Ltd.

At Cognn—

Andy Cirzan
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Inthe Matter of 2002 Biennial Regulatory Review - Review of the Commission's Broadcast Ownership Rules
and Other Rules Adopted Pursuant to Section 202 of the Telecommunicatinns Act of 1996, Notice of Proposed
Rulemaking, MM Docket No. 02- 277, (rel. Sept. 23, 2002)

To The Scerctary, FCC Commissioners, and Clic{. Media Bureau.

[ am wrung to you today to comment on Dockei No (}2-277, the Biennial Review of the FCC's broadcast media
ownership rules Inits goals 10 promote competition. diversity aid localism m today's inedia market. 1strongly
behieve that tlic FCC should rctain all of tlic current media ownership rulcs now in question. These rulcs scrve the
public interest by limiting the market power of alrcady huge companies in the broadcastindusty

I suppofl the FCC's plan to hold a public hearing on this matter in Richmond, VA inFebruary 2003. Istrongly
ciicourage the Commission to hold similar hearings in all parts of tlic country and solicit the widest possiblc
participation from the public The ranfied. lawycrly anmosphere of an FCC rulemakingis not an appropnalc
deaision-imaking venue when qucstions as profound as (he freedom of our media are at stake. | cncourage the
Commissioners 10 coinc oul and meet some of tlic people wlo do not have afinancial interest inthis issue. but :
social nueresi

Witli Ilic scrioiis tmpact tlicsc rule changes will have on our democracy, it is important that the Commmission rake rlie
e io review these issties morce thoroughly and altow ilie American peoplc lo have a meaningful say in the process.

As an emplovee of Jam Productions. Lid.. llie country’s largesl independent concert and theatrical promoter. T can
spcak first hand aboul the effects ofindustry consolidation in tlic broadcast industries. having experienced the
derrimental effects of conselidation in the concert industry

In the concert industry, Clear Channcl. the largest concert proinoler in the country controls tlic vast najority of tlie
live concert business.  Clecar Channel has cxclusive contracts with numcrous venues across tlie country, blockiiig
access to other promoters, resulting in Icss choice available to consuniers in live entertamment. Addiuonally. Clear
Channel’s guaranieed fees to ilic antists they promote arc so cxorbitant, that they musl pass along tlus cost to the
consunier, resulling is incredibly high-priced concent tickets, outside the rcach of many fans. This has caused
coiiccrt tickel pnccs and service charges 1o rise iiiore than 60% ovcr llic past 6 years

Tlic same consolidation in the concert indusiry 1s affecting tlic broadcast industry By eliminating tlic remaining
iiiedia concentration rules, tlic diversity and independence of iiicdia outlets will be eroded so greatly as to leave the
consumer With fewer clioices in music. A few large corporations will control what music gets playcd and liow ofteii
resultiiig in bland, “safe” programming with little diversity. diminishing the quality Of radio broadcasts. In effect.
the democratic voice of consumers will be ignored (es they alrcady are) as the large corporations work to serve their
own mlerests. iiot the interests of the public  Without Lhe current rules in placc. there is no incenlive by large
corporalions 1o vary radio broadcasls. create unique programming, or veer from playing the songs thcy waiif to
promole. resulting in “Icss choice and no voice” for the consumer.

I3 addition. siiicc 1996 radio stations have becoine very formidable conipctitors of concert proinolers by offering
radio airplay and promotion in exchange for Ilic arntists™ appearance on their radio station concerls. Concen
promoters cannot compele against radio stations concens since we cannot offer anything that could matcli airplay
and proinotion

As siicli. the FCC should retain all ofthe current incdia ownership rules now in question.

Sincercly.

JAM Productions. Lid

‘%’ - H
Ron Pateras M
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FEDERAL COMMUNICATIONS COMMISSION AN Y 4 2003
Washington DC 20554 o

. . . . : ecinn s g At B Sl
[n the Matter of 26002 Biennial Regulatory Review - Review of the Commission's Broadcastﬁqmersﬁ] r
and Other Rules Adopted Pursuant to Section 202 of the Tclecommunicatinns Act of 1996, Natice of Proposed
Rulemaking, MM Docket No. 412- 277, {rel, Sept 23, 2042)

To  Tlic Secrctiin. FCC Commissioners. and Chief. Mcdia Burcau:

I am writing to you today to comment on Docket No. 62-277, tlic Biennial Review ol the FCC's broadcastiiiedia
ownership rules. Inits goals lo promote competition, diversity and localism in today's mediamarket, | strongly
belicve that the FCC should retain all of the current inedia ownership rules now in question. These rules serve the
public iiitcrcsl by limiling the iiiarket powcr of already huge companies in the broadcast industry.

I support tlic FCC's plan to hold a public hearing on this matter in Richiond, VA in February 2003. |strongly
cncotrage lic Commission to hold similar hearings in all parts of tlie country and solicit tlie widest possible
participation from the public. The rarificd, lawyerly atmospherc of an FCC rulemaking is not an appropriate
deaision-making venue when questions as profound as lhc freedom of our media are at stake. | encourage tlie
Commissioncrs 10 coine out and meet soinc of the pcople who do not have a financial interest in tlus issue. but a
social tnleresl

With the scrioiis impact these rule changes will liave on our democracy, it is important that the Conunission lake tlie
nme 1o review these issues inore tliorouglily and allow the American people to havc a meaningful say in the proccss.

As an ciiiploycc of Jam Produclions. Ltd., the country’s largest indepcndenl concert and theatrical proinoler, 1 can
speik first hand about the effects of industry consolidalion in the broadcast industries, havingexperienced the
detrimental cffecls of consolidation in tlic coiicert industry.

In the concert industry, Clear Channel, the largest coiicert promoter in the country controls tlic vast majerily of the
live concert busincss  Clear Channel has exclusive contracts with numerous venues across the country. blocking
iiccess 1o otlicr proinoters, rcsulting in less choice availablc to consumers in live entertainment.  Additionally, Clear
Chiannel's guaranteed fees 1o tlie anists tlicy promote arc so exorbitant, that they must pass along this cost lo llie
consumer. resultiiigis incredibly high-priced concert tickets, outside the reach of many fans. This has caused
coiiccrl licket pnccs and service charges to rise more than 60% ovcr tlie past 6 years.

Tlic saine consolidation in the conccn industry is allccting the broadcast industry By eliminating die remaining
media coiiccntration rules, the diversity and independence of incdia outlets will bc eroded SO greatly as |o leave tlic
coiisiimer with fewer choices in music A few large corporations will control what music gets played and how ofien
rcsultiiigin bland. ""safe™ programming witli little diversity. diminishingthe quality of radio broadcasts. In elfect,
the democratic voice of consumers will bc ignored (as they alrcady are) as tlie large corporauons work to serve their
own mierests, iiot the interests of tlic public. Without the current rules i placc, tliere is no incentive by large
corporations to vary radio broadcasts, crcate unigue programming. or veer from playing the songs they want lo
promotc. resulting in “less choice and no voice™ for the coiisiimer.

In addition, since 1996 radio stations have become very formidable competitors of conccn promoters by offering
radio airplay and proinolion in exchange for the artists' appearancc on their radio station concerts. Concert
proiiiolcrs cannot coinpcte against radio stations concerls since we cannot offer anything that could match airplay
and promotion

As such. the FCC should rclaiii all of the current media ownership rules now in qucstion

Sincerely

|

1 Prpductions,

Nathan Benditzson
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In the Matter of 2002 Biennial Regulatory Review - Review of the Commission’s Broadcas{&&gk h RO
and Other Rules Adopted Pursuant to Section 202 of the Telecommunications Act of 1996, Notice of Proposed
Rulemaking, MM Docket No. 02- 277, (rel. Sept. 23,2002)

To: The Secretary, FCC Commissioners, and Chief, Media Bureau:

I am writing to you today to comment on Docket No. 02-277, the Biennial Review o fthe FCC's broadcast media
ownership rules. In its goals to promote competition, diversity and localism in today’s media market, [ strongly
believe that the FCC should retain all ofthe current mediaownership rules now in question. These rules serve the
public interest by limiting the market power ofalready huge companies in the broadcast industry.

I support the FCC'’s plan to hold a public hearing on this matter in Richmond, V A in February 2003. T strongly
encourage the Commission to hold similar hearings in all parts ofthe country and solicit the widest possible
participation from the public. The rarified, lawyerly atmosphere of an FCC rulemaking is not an appropriate
decision-making venue when questions as profound as the freedom of our media are at stake. | encourage the
Commissioners to come out and meet some o f the people who do not have a financial interest in this issue, huta
social interest.

With the serious impact these rule changes will have on our democracy, it is important that the Commission take the
time to review these issues more thoroughly and allow the American people to have a meaningful say in the process.

As an employee o f Jam Productions, Ltd., the country’s largest independent concert and theatrical promoter, |can
speak first hand about the effects of industry consolidation in the broadcast industries, having experienced the
detrimental effects o fconsolidation in the concert industry.

In the concert industry, Clear Channel, the largest concert promoter in the country controls the vast majority ofthe
live concert business. Clear Channel has exclusive contracts with numerous venues across the country, blocking
access to other promoters, resulting in less choice available to consumers in live entertainment. Additionally, Clear
Channel’s guaranteed fees to the artists they promote are so exorbitant, that they must pass along this cost to the
consumer, resulting is incredibly high-priced concert tickets, outside the reach of many fans. This has caused
concert ticket prices and service charges to rise more than 60% over the past 6 years.

The same consolidation in the concert industry is affecting the broadcast industry. By eliminating the remaining
media concentration rules, the diversity and independence of media outlets will be eroded S0 greatly as to leave the
consumer with fewer choices in music. A few large corporations will control what music gets played and how often,
resulting in bland, “safe” programming with little diversity, diminishing the quality of radio broadcasts. In effect,
the democratic voice of consumers will be ignored (as they already are) as the large corporations work to serve their
own interests, not the interests of the public. Without the current rules in place, there is no incentive by large
corporations to vary radio broadcasts, create unique programming, or veer from playing the songs they want to
promote, resulting in “less choice and no voice” for the consumer.

In addition, since 1996 radio stations have become very formidable competitors of concert promoters by offering
radio airplay and promotion in exchange for the artists’ appearance on their radio station concerts. Concert
promoters cannot compete against radio stations concerts since we cannot offer anything that could match airplay
and promotion.

As such, the FCC should retain all of the current media ownership rules now in question,

Sincerely,

JAM Productions, Ltd.

David Rockland



